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Chapter 1:  Introduction 
 
During the summers of 2011 and 2012, two late Roman wells were excavated in 
the Athenian Agora under the supervision of the author. This study focuses on the large 
quantity of pottery deposited in the wells. While rich well deposits like these are not 
uncommon for late Roman Athens generally, they have typically been found in domestic 
contexts;1 the location of these two wells, however – in the east end of the Painted Stoa – 
was quite unexpected.2  
Much is known about the early history of the Painted Stoa since, as a major public 
building in the Athenian Agora, it was mentioned many times by ancient authors.3 To 
summarize – located on the north side of the Agora, overlooking the square, the building 
was constructed in the time of Kimon, in the second quarter of the 5th century B.C.  It 
was originally called the “Peisianakteon” after Peisianax, the man who built it, possibly 
the brother-in-law of Kimon.4 Due to the panel paintings by Polygnotus, Mikon, and 
Panainos that decorated its interior, it eventually became known as the Painted Stoa.5 In 
the 3rd century B.C., the stoa served as a convenient gathering place for the followers of 
Zeno lending its name to his particular brand of philosophy – Stoic philosophy.  
                                                            
1 Previously published well deposits of the Late Roman period were located in or around the houses and 
shops on the northern slopes of the Areopagus (Agora V).  Additional domestic late Roman wells have 
 
2 For the identification of this building as the Stoa Poikile, see Shear 1984, pp. 17-19; Camp 2007, pp. 649-
651. For an alternate identification, see Di Cesare 2001, 2002. 
 
3 Agora III, pp. 31-47. There are fifty-two references to the Stoa Poikile (explicit or implied) in literary 
texts dating from the 5th century B.C. to the 10th century A.D. 
 
4 Diog. Laert. VII.i.5; Plutarch, Vit. Cim. 4.5-6. The context pottery from the excavation of the building 
supports a date in the second quarter of the 5th century B.C. (Shear 1984, p. 13).
 
5 Pausanias provides the most detailed description of the panel paintings (I.15.1-16), as well as the 
topographical markers that form the core of the argument concerning the identification of the stoa. 
 
 
2 
We also know, however, that this building remained standing for about 1,000 
years, since the bishop Synesios laments that the paintings of the Painted Stoa had been 
taken down by the time of his visit to Athens at the very end of the 4th century A.D.: 
May the ship’s captain who brought me here perish miserably.  Present 
day Athens possesses nothing venerable except the illustrious names of 
places.  When the sacrifice of a victim has been completed, the skin is left 
as a token of the animal that once existed; in the same way now that 
philosophy has departed hence, all that is left for us is to walk around and 
wonder at the Academy and the Lyceum and (by Zeus) the Poikile Stoa 
after which the philosophy of Chrysippos is named, now no longer many-
colored; the proconsul took away the boards to which Polygnotos of 
Thasos committed his art.6 
 
It is this period of the building’s history to which these well deposits belong. Given the 
ostensible commercial function of the wells, the pottery sheds new light on how the 
Painted Stoa was used in Late Antiquity, and its quantity over time challenges previously 
held assumptions about destruction and decline in the Classical agora during the 4th and 
5th centuries A.D.  
Approaches to Late Antiquity 
The testimonium of Synesios is key for the study of the Painted Stoa in Late 
Antiquity not only because of its explicit reference to the building itself but also because 
of the general attitude toward the antiquities that it contains. Synesios is concerned only 
with the famous buildings and monuments of the Classical agora, which by his day either 
were no longer extant, or, as in the case of the Painted Stoa, they were nearly one 
thousand years old and in a state of disrepair. When the reality of the present does not 
live up to expectation, and he cannot view the ancient monument in its full glory, he 
disparages his experience with a wistful look back to the more venerable past.   
                                                            
6 Synesios, Epist., 135; Agora III, no. 94, p. 43. 
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The attitude of Synesios has parallels to those that drove much of the early 
scholarship for Late Antiquity. Paradigms such as that set forth by Edward Gibbon’s 
History of the Decline and Fall of the Roman Empire (1737-1794), though over a 
hundred years old, even at the beginning of the twentieth century, persisted in driving 
much of the scholarship concerning the end of the classical world. According to this 
view, the end of the Roman Empire can be explained both by internal problems – the 
empire’s great size and complexity – as well as by external forces – namely, “barbarism” 
and religion – that weakened the empire. For Gibbon, this decline was a slow, gradual 
process, beginning as early as the reign of Marcus Aurelius (161-180), marked by a series 
of crises, with various highs and lows until an ultimate collapse in 1453 when 
Constantinople fell to the Turks. As is the case with many historians, however, his 
interest in the decline of the empire was probably driven by perceived parallels with the 
contemporary society in which he lived.7 Thus, historians began to think in terms of a 
“later” Roman Empire that was somewhat less great that what had preceded it.  
For the early excavators of the Athenian agora, there was good reason to believe 
that their findings supported this paradigm. There was no lack of literary evidence for 
decline in Athens from the third century on, due to reports of various barbarian invasions 
in the city.8 Beginning with the invasion of the Heruli in A.D. 267, Athens seemed to 
have little respite from outside forces. After a brief recovery in the 4th century, Alaric and 
the Visigoths arrived in A.D. 396, followed by the Vandals in 467 and by the Slavs in 
580s. The role of religion in the decline of the classical culture in Athens also seemed to 
                                                            
7 See Bowersock et al. 1977 for several discussions of Gibbon’s influences. His interest in relating the 
decline of Rome to his own time can be seen most clearly at the end of his Chapter 38, “General 
Observations on the Fall of the Roman Empire in the West”. 
 
8 A discussion of the evidence will be provided in the final chapter. 
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be apparent. While the philosophical schools of Athens flourished throughout the 4th and 
5th centuries, a decree of Justinian in A.D. 529. officially outlawed the teaching of pagan 
philosophy, effectively closing the schools of Athens.9 Thus, in Athens, barbarism and 
religion provided all of the usual causes for decline and fall in Late Antiquity, supporting 
the traditional intellectual paradigm, and the archaeological record was interpreted 
accordingly.  
Unfortunately, the historical and cultural narrative of Late Antiquity is not so 
simple, in Athens specifically or in the Mediterranean world generally.  Part of the 
complexity in studying this period, however, comes not from the nature of the material 
itself but from the modern scholarly constructs that have attempted to classify this period 
or to make it fit specific bias-driven models.  Depending on one’s academic 
specialization, there has been a tendency to view Late Antiquity in a negative sense, as 
the gloomy twilight years before the end of the classical world, or in a positive sense, as 
the beginning of the Medieval period and the years that witnessed the rise of the Christian 
church. At the turn of the twentieth century, however, the concept of Late Antiquity as a 
historical or cultural period in its own right began to be developed, most famously among 
scholars of the Vienna School of Art History. Although they focused primarily on the 
formal aspects of art, using stylistic analysis to explain chronological change, their 
conclusions extended more broadly to society and culture in Late Antiquity generally.   
Thus, in Orient oder Rom (1901), Josef Strzygowski presents the naturalistic art 
of the Greek world, smothered under the influence of the Orient as it develops into the 
                                                            
9 Agora XXIV, p. 82. Like many modern authors, Frantz presents it as a given that the decree of Justinian 
“closed” the schools of Athens; however, she discusses few of the historical facts of what this decree 
actually said or how it was enacted. For a more detailed discussion of the political circumstances involved, 
see Watts 2006, pp. 136-137. 
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abstract art of the Middle Ages. This view fell in line nicely with contemporary scholarly 
notions of decline – artistic or otherwise – due to the influence of the usual suspects:  
barbarians and religion. Although Strzygowski's later work was unfortunately tainted by 
the ideologies that grew from Nordic Aryanism, his basic concept concerning eastern 
influence in the Mediterranean remained influential. 10 
That very same year, however, Alois Riegl made a strong argument against the 
notion of decline, in Spätrömische Kunstindustrie (1901).  Riegl had two main objectives 
with this study.11 The first was to examine the state of art industry among the populations 
that had driven its development up to that time, i.e. the Mediterranean world generally.  
The second was to consider the extent to which northern, so-called “barbarian” nations 
contributed to creative development in art from the reign of Constantine to the reign of 
Charlemagne. His approach departs from previous studies of this period in that he 
continually looks for “connecting threads” to earlier period of antiquity in the 
Mediterranean. This allows for development to occur while remaining rooted in the 
classical past. At the same time, he does not deny that the seeds of new cultural 
movements are spouting simultaneously – those of Medieval art among Germanic 
populations in Europe and those of the Christian church with its associated artistic and 
architectural forms. Riegl also does not focus on individual monuments so much as on 
determining laws that drive the development of late Roman art, and the laws that he 
presents, he does not consider to be limited to a single medium. That is, even though his 
title implies a focus on art industry (crafts and ornament), he considers these laws to be 
universal, governing ornament as well as architecture, sculpture, and any other aspect of 
                                                            
10 Elsner 2006, p. 276.  See also Marchand 1996. 
 
11 Riegl [1901] 1985, p. 5. 
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late Roman art. Prior to his work, these laws had not been identified, he argues, because 
“rooted prejudices held that it was completely useless to look for positive laws of 
development in late antiquity.”12 To many scholars at the time, it was unthinkable that the 
natural development of classical forms would result in the “ugly” abstract forms of late 
antique art; therefore, barbarians and “barbarization” were taken up as plausible 
explanations for the supposedly violent break between classical naturalism and late 
antique abstraction. 
Riegl was not the first to make an argument for continuity, but he built upon 
previous efforts by framing that continuity in neutral terms. Riegl’s approach to art was 
firmly grounded in the formal analysis of an object’s aesthetics, but he departs from 
many others in his analysis of antique art in that he places no emphasis on value. Franz 
Wickhoff had already made steps towards this approach with his publication of the 
Vienna Genesis in 1895. Wickhoff argued that late antique art containing figurative 
representations could not be viewed in the same manner as classical art.  When one takes 
this approach, the art of Late Antiquity will always appear to be substandard.  Though 
Wickhoff argues convincingly for an intermediate phase of art in the middle years of the 
Roman Empire that provides a link between Classical Antiquity and Late Antiquity, he 
still resorts to conclusions of decline and barbarism to explain the points at which late 
Roman art differs from earlier Roman art.13 
Reigl moves beyond Wickhoff by suggesting that the formal dynamics of late 
antique art can be explained by a certain Kunstwollen, or artistic will, that was unique to 
                                                            
12 Riegl [1901] 1985, p. 6. 
 
13 Riegl [1901] 1985, p. 10. 
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the culture of the Late Roman Empire and that strove toward an aesthetic of abstraction 
and non-animation.14 Because this aesthetic is incompatible with subjective modern 
notions of what is beautiful, it has been difficult to interpret these developments in art as 
anything but a decay of taste and artistic skill; however, this modern subjectivity must not 
be retrojected onto the past. 
Even as Late Antiquity has become recognized as a distinct cultural period, the 
number of years that are assigned to this period still vary greatly in academic literature.  
These chronological boundaries are often determined by historical events in a single 
region of the Mediterranean and are often merely convenient dividing lines at which to 
limit one’s scholarship. At one extreme, Late Antiquity is a relatively short period of 
time, beginning with the Crisis of the Third Century and ending with the fall of the 
western empire and the deposition of Romulus Augustulus in A.D. 476. If one is only 
dealing with the western Roman Empire, this view may be fair, but it completely ignores 
the longevity of the empire in the east. At the opposite extreme is the time frame similar 
to that of Gibbon, beginning with the Crisis of the Third Century but extending all the 
way to A.D. 1453, with the fall of Constantinople to the Ottoman Empire. For the 
purposes of this project, the beginning of Late Antiquity in Athens will be defined as the 
time period from A.D. 267 to the 8th century. The year 267 marks the invasion of Athens 
by the Heruli and is the traditional division between Classical and Late Antiquity for the 
city. While it is fair to say that this invasion caused a break in cultural activity that was 
significant enough to warrant the definition of a new cultural period, the black and white 
picture of this transition that Alison Frantz paints in Agora XXIV may be over-
simplified. Frantz asserts that the Herulian invasion “defines clearly the end of the 
                                                            
14 Riegl [1901] 1985, p. 11. 
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ancient city and its transition to the status of a minor provincial town, a character which it 
retained all through the Middle Ages, with life disrupted to such an extent that the old 
pattern could never be resumed.”15 This strict division was probably driven in part by the 
traditional scholarly views of Late Antiquity that were current at the excavations of the 
Athenian Agora in the 1980s; however, because the idea that Classical Athens existed 
pre-267 and Medieval Athens existed post-267 provided the primary framework for this 
volume, it had the side-effect of cementing this scholarly opinion into orthodoxy. 
This is unfortunate, because the work of Frantz largely ignored a major scholarly 
shift in the study of Late Antiquity that occurred about a decade earlier. In 1971, Peter 
Brown published The World of Late Antiquity, a lengthy essay on the social and cultural 
changes that happened during the period.16 In terms of the specific years that define the 
period, Brown takes a moderate view, placing his brackets at A.D. 200 and 700. Like 
other scholars, he recognizes the major social and political changes during Late Antiquity 
that set it apart from previous eras; however, he also puts great emphasis on the many 
aspects of cultural continuity between the classical world and the late antique. It is this 
tension, Brown argues, between change and continuity that makes late antique culture so 
distinctive. Even though many classical institutions were declining (the Roman empire in 
the West) and new institutions were rising (the Christian church), many other aspects of 
culture were firmly rooted in the past, even as they were being transformed into 
something new and different. 
                                                            
15 Agora XXIV, p. 3.  More recent approaches to the Herulian invasion indicate that the event may not have 
been as disastrous as originally thought and that recovery was fairly rapid (see Castrén 1994).
 
16 Brown 1971. 
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This is an especially important point when considering the cultural atmosphere of 
late antique Athens. Athens had ceased to be a major political player centuries 
beforehand, but it remained an important cultural center due to the prominence of its 
schools of rhetoric and philosophy – the equivalent of a modern university town. Unlike 
other late antique cities, Athens retained its pagan character longer due to the popularity 
of these schools and the classical traditions that they preserved. The account of Synesios 
is again a poignant example of social change rooted in tradition. Synesios, a Christian 
bishop, makes a trip to Athens specifically to see the famous monuments of the classical 
past, which were still valued even in their states of disrepair. 
Late Roman Pottery in Athens 
Some of the most useful evidence for re-evaluating the history of the ancient city 
may come not from monumental buildings or even from the minor arts but from the trash 
that accumulated at the bottoms of Athenian wells. Wells that collected large amounts of 
pottery were not uncommon in late Roman Athens. During the first ten years of 
excavation in the Athenian agora, numerous wells similar to those addressed by this 
project were excavated. It seems clear that most of these wells were filled in a manner 
similar to those in the Painted Stoa – jugs and amphoras were used to draw water from 
the well and fell in from time to time, gradually filling in the shaft with other objects 
making their way into the fill on occasion. Some wells have fills that were clearly 
dumped in one event, while others do not. Some wells were dug in the 4th or 5th century 
A.D. and were used for only a short period of time, others were installed as early as the 
first century and functioned for centuries before finally going out of use. Most were 
located along the south side of the square, in a residential area on the slopes of the 
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Areopagus, and were therefore probably wells that served private homes, unlike those in 
a commercial setting at the north. Some wells are quite shallow, sinking only ten meters 
or less below the surface, while others plunge a full thirty-five meters into the ground.17 
When these wells were excavated in the 1930s, very little was known about the 
material they contained. Late Roman pottery generally, let alone late Roman coarse 
wares, fell far beyond the boundaries that circumscribed the interests of most Classical 
archaeologists at the time, and initially, the pottery received little attention. Consider, for 
example, deposit K 18:1, a Roman well excavated in 1937 by Rodney Young. The well 
was installed during the 1st century A.D., reaching a depth of 25 meters below the 
surface. The layer identified as the first period of use consisted of 1.5 meters of fill 
containing material of the 1st century A.D., and based on his knowledge of the material 
present, Young suggests that this well was used through the 2nd century and then 
abandoned.18 He then supposes that some of the later material above fell or was dumped 
into the shaft around the time of the Herulian sack of Athens in A.D. 267.19 Eventually, it 
was used as a water source again from the 4th through the 5th or early 6th century, a period 
represented by 9.7 meters of fill. After a longer, second period of disuse, the well was 
rediscovered and utilized again in the Byzantine period before being filled in 
permanently. 
                                                            
17 Many factors can affect the depth one must dig to encounter ground water aside from simple proximity to 
an aquifer. Well depth may also be a reflection of chronology, as the water level changed over time.  
Deposit M 17:1 (Group M, Agora V) sank to a depth of 35 m. and was in use from the middle of the 1st 
century A.D. through the late 6th century with a period of re-use in the 9th and 10th centuries.  Cf. Deposit T 
22:3, a late Roman well near the City Eleusinion that dug only 9.02 m. and was only used for a short time 
in the late 4th or early 5th century A.D. Variations in topography, subterranean layers, and chronology could 
all factor into these differences. 
 
18 Agora Notebook Y-III, p. 598. 
 
19 Agora Notebook Y-III, p. 589, Tin 42. 
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The life span of this well is fairly typical for Roman wells in and around the 
Athenian agora.  Many were in use for centuries with various peaks in activity, and some 
(but not all) have layers of fill that were apparently dumped, perhaps at a time when 
many wells were abandoned, such as after a barbarian invasion. The wells can therefore 
be very useful diachronic gauges of the intensity of human activity in the old agora 
during the Roman period. The utility of these deposits for tracking broad historical 
patterns, however, depends on a precise and accurate ceramic chronology. When Deposit 
K 18:1 was excavated, relatively little was known about Late Roman pottery at the time, 
which may have led to a premature dismissal of the material contained by well K 18:1. In 
discussion of the deposit, Young makes a point to state: 
The expert on Roman pottery, looking at the well spread out, could see no 
change in the dreary expanse from basket 1 to 83;20 suggested a date IV c. 
A.D.  Whoever may be interested in the future may not assume that 
anything interesting has been thrown out.21 
 
The standard procedure for processing the material from these late wells in the 1930s was 
to catalogue a representative sample of the complete or nearly complete pots that they 
contained as well as a small amount of that broken pottery that seemed interesting, such 
as the lamps, fine wares, or anything unusual. Anything else was discarded.22 This 
                                                            
20 Baskets 1 to 83 cover the 9.7 meters of fill identified as the late Roman period of use. 
 
21 Agora Notebook Y-III, p. 580. Young in particular was known to be especially disinterested in the 
Roman period, even though he ended up excavating a large portion of the late Roman levels along the south 
side of the square. His tone should not be considered indicative of how all archaeologists approached 
Roman material at the site. The “expert on Roman pottery” mentioned in this note was probably Frederick 
O. Waagé or Arthur Parsons. 
 
22 Excavated fill and discarded pottery are re-deposited at the site itself, either as backfill or in areas 
designated for such material; however, there are legends in the oral history of the excavation that after one 
such late Roman well was excavated in the first half of the twentieth century, the workmen were all sent 
home with an Attic gouged jug as a souvenir since the pots were so numerous and because they were 
considered to be so worthless. Whether this story is true or not, the fact that it exists is indicative of the 
general attitude towards this class of pottery at the site over time.
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typically amounted to about ten five-gallon tins or less per well, in addition to all of the 
catalogued objects. All coins that they noticed were certainly kept, as they were the most 
reliable indicators of precise dates at the time. This method effectively provided an 
overview of ceramic change for the Roman period, and it was practical in terms of saving 
storage space at the excavation, which was and is at a premium at the site. 
What the early excavators like Young did not consider was how our knowledge of 
Late Antiquity and Roman pottery might change with time. There are many other 
questions that could have been asked of those wells that were excavated in the 1930s but 
that are now impossible to address since the deposits are incomplete. The study of late 
Roman coarse wares in particular has proliferated so much that a regular international 
conference is warranted, producing massive volumes of scholarship on the subject.23 If it 
were possible to go back and apply what is known now about late Roman coarse wares to 
wells like K 18:1, we could probably add a great deal to our understanding of late antique 
Athens; nonetheless, despite these developments, Young’s early interpretation of this 
well and others like it has persisted.   
This is not to suggest that the work of the early excavators was substandard – for 
their time, they were quite advanced, and the conclusions they reached from their initial 
observations were usually fairly accurate. Some of the earliest publications of late Roman 
pottery came from the Athenian agora, laying the groundwork for further study. Because 
they processed such a large and varied body of material, however, some of their 
necessary generalizations are long overdue to be updated and refined. 
                                                            
23 The International Conference on Late Roman Coarse Wares, Cooking Wares, and Amphorae in the 
Mediterranean: Archaeology and Archaeometry (LRCW) has been held every three years since 2002, with 
its fifth volume now forthcoming. 
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The earliest to tackle the subject was Frederick O. Waagé. Waagé published an 
article in Hesperia in 1933 that covered the “significant pieces of Roman and Byzantine 
pottery found during the first year of excavation in the Athenian Agora,” which for him 
covered a range from the first century B.C. to the eighteenth century A.D.24 He provides 
brief discussion of Hellenistic forerunners (also barely studied at the time); early and 
middle Roman imported wares such as Eastern Sigillata A (Pergamene), Italian sigillata 
(Arretine), Çandarlı (Tschandarli), Eastern Sigillata B (Samian); and finally various late 
Roman fine wares.   
Waagé identified four distinct late Roman table wares and designated them Late 
Roman A, B, C, and D. Wares A, B, C were found commonly in the agora and elsewhere 
in the Mediterranean, and Waagé’s nomenclature and classification became widely used 
by archaeologists in the east. Late Roman A and Late Roman B are now grouped together 
under the umbrella of African Red Slip ware, but Waagé’s identification of two specific 
variations was sound – Late Roman A and Late Roman B probably came from different 
production centers in North Africa.25 Waagé’s Late Roman C, produced in Western Asia 
Minor, is very distinct from the North African products, and his terminology largely 
persists today, though John Hayes has suggested that this ware be identified as 
“Phocaean” ware.26 
Waagé was therefore very accurate in his observations, and his initial 
classification of these imported fine wares in the Athenian Agora was fundamentally 
                                                            
24 Waagé 1933, p. 279. 
 
25 The term “African Red Slip” was first used by Kathleen Kenyon regarding finds from Sabratha 
(Sabratha I and Sabratha II.2). It was then taken up by John Hayes in LRP and remains the standard 
terminology in English today.
 
26 LRP Suppl., pp. 525-527 and Agora XXXII, p. 83. 
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sound, laying the groundwork for future studies of late Roman pottery. In light of the 
quality of his work Late Roman A, B, and C, it is disappointing to see the tone taken 
when he comes to the locally produced, Attic fine ware of the late Roman period: 
A considerable quantity of the Roman pottery is of less fine quality than 
any of the preceding pieces, and is certainly of local manufacture. The 
proportion of this to the imported wares is relatively small, and it seems 
indeed, since all those described thus far are importations, that all the good 
pottery used in Athens in Roman times was imported.27 
 
As with his other work, Waagé’s approach to late Roman Attic pottery would have a 
lasting impact on how it was studied and published. 
By the 1950s, Roman pottery had begun to be studied more closely, more so with 
western Italian wares than with Eastern products, but fine wares from sites such as Tarsus 
and Antioch had by that time been published and greatly added to the current knowledge 
of pottery in the Eastern Mediterranean.28 In 1959, then, Henry Robinson published an 
agora volume on the Roman wares from the site (Agora V), that drew from this previous 
work on Roman pottery and built upon it by presenting a wide array of local Attic wares 
and imported amphoras, as well as the imported fine wares that had already been studied 
at other sites. 
Robinson drew from about twenty seasons of excavation material, which, by that 
point, included over one hundred deposits that could be assigned to the Roman period 
generally, with over five thousand catalogued ceramic objects. From these, Robinson 
selected eight large deposits and 850 objects for his study.29 These eight deposits, labeled 
Groups F through N, cover the span of Roman pottery from the first century B.C. through 
                                                            
27 Waagé 1933, p. 304. 
 
28 Waagé 1948 (Antioch); Jones 1950 (Tarsus); Samaria-Sebaste III. 
 
29 His work drew from the preliminary studies of Roman pottery at the site by Arthur Parsons and Frederick 
O. Waagé, who later published the Roman pottery from Antioch. 
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the seventh century A.D., bounded by the Sullan sack of Athens in 86 B.C. at the 
beginning and by the appearance of Byzantine lead glazes at the end.  The groups are 
arranged in chronological order (Group F is the earliest), with a certain degree of 
chronological overlap among their material. 30 These large deposits, many of which were 
wells or cisterns, provided a wealth of stratified pottery from which Robinson could 
easily determine a relative chronology for several classes of wares, and based on 
numismatic evidence and on comparison with other deposits, he could determine a rough 
absolute chronology. As with other periods of pottery, Robinson’s volume became one of 
the “backbones” of Mediterranean ceramic chronology, and it is still a frequently cited 
reference work today, particularly for certain types of Roman amphoras.   
The two groups from Agora V that are most relevant to this study are Group L 
and Group M.  Group L (Deposit F 19:1) comes from a well on the north slope of the 
Areopagus, excavated in 1939. Modern house foundations were dug down to bedrock on 
this slope, removing any remains of the ancient building that this well might have 
served,31 so this well and others like it in the area are the primary evidence for occupation 
in the area. The well was dug through bedrock to a maximum depth of 15.95 meters 
below the surface. Robinson divided the pottery from the well into four layers: 
Layer I  Last half of the 3rd century  (13.90 m. to bottom) 
Layer II  Early 4th century   (11.90-13.90 m.) 
Layer III  Later 4th century   (10.00-11.90 m.) 
Layer IV  Early 5th century   (top to 10.00 m.) 
 
                                                            
30 Robinson picks up with his series where Homer Thompson left off with Hellenistic pottery from the 
agora in Groups A-E (Thompson 1934). Thompson also uses the year 86 B.C. as an arbitrary boundary 
between Hellenistic and Roman pottery. This year has persisted as the conventional division for scholars of 
Hellenistic and Roman pottery. 
 
31 Agora V, p. 73. 
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The key layer for this study will be Layer III.  The material from Layer III shows a 
development from that of Layer II, with the first appearance (for this well) of gouged 
decoration32 and stamped patterns on local pottery.33 It also contains at least four 
examples of two-handled Late Roman Amphora 3 (LRA 3), making it the most 
frequently cited deposit to support a date in the late 4th century A.D. for the beginning of 
this shape.34 
Group M (Deposit M 17:1) comes from a well that was located a bit farther to the 
north, serving a building that was constructed just south of the east-west road at the south 
side of the square. Excavated in 1937, this well plunged 35.50 meters deep, one of the 
deepest wells excavated in the Athenian agora to date. It was in use as a water source 
more or less continuously with no major interruptions from the first century A.D. to the 
end of the sixth. As one might imagine, over the course of these six centuries, a large 
quantity of ceramic material accumulated in the lowest 14.30 meters of the well.35 The 
excavators kept 342 complete or nearly complete vessels, cataloguing 251 specimens but 
still retaining 91 duplicates in storage. Even a large amount of the broken sherds were 
kept, filling 38 tins and 12 trays. 
Robinson divided this large body of material into fourteen layers.36 Layers I-VI 
cover the periods of use from the 1st century A.D. to the years after the Herulian invasion 
                                                            
32 L 38, L 40, p. 78, pls. 16, 17. 
 
33 These small fragments were not originally catalogued but were mentioned briefly by Robinson in Agora 
V (p. 78). They have since been added to the Agora archive by John Hayes (P 33950, P 33951, P 33952, P 
33953). 
 
34 Agora V, nos. L 50-51, p. 79, pl. 17. Two additional amphoras like these are in storage. 
 
35 The upper 21.20 meters of the well was occupied by various dumped fills. 
 
36 Agora V, pp. 82-84. 
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of Athens in A.D. 276. Layers VII-XIII cover the 4th through the 6th centuries and contain 
useful comparanda for the pottery from Wells L 2:2 and M 2:1, as well as some important 
parallels to the layers of Group L. Layer XIV consists of material from the 9th or 10th 
centuries A.D. that was deposited after a long period of disuse. 
Robinson therefore accomplished the first major step in the study of Roman 
pottery at the Agora by setting up a basic chronology for the material. Since then, the 
Roman fine wares have been studied more intensively by John Hayes. In 1972, Hayes 
published his monumental Late Roman Pottery, which became one of the primary 
reference works for late Roman fine wares in the following decades. His focus is 
primarily the late Roman red-slipped wares of the Mediterranean, such as African Red 
Slip ware, Çandarlı ware, Late Roman C, Cypriot Red Slip Ware, Egyptian Red Slip 
ware, and others. These fine wares were distributed widely in the Mediterranean world, 
and his publication therefore covers a staggering amount of material from about 550 
different sites and museums.37 In spite of this large range of distribution, because of the 
extensive excavations in the Athenian agora and because of the nature of the deposits 
there (many stratified wells and cisterns), a large portion the material that Hayes used 
came from the agora. 
In terms of the imported fine wares, Hayes made tremendous strides in refining 
the general chronology and typology set forth by Robinson. The broader geographical 
scope of his work enabled him to compare the evidence at other sites with that at the 
Agora and to draw a more complete picture of late Roman pottery production. 
Nonetheless, when studying Agora material, he was still dealing with some of the same 
                                                            
37 LRP, pp. 471-477. 
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limitations as Robinson, namely that 1) the excavation of the material in the 1930s had at 
times been hasty and imprecise, and 2) he had incomplete deposits remaining for 
examination. Following the publication of Late Roman Pottery, however, methods for the 
study of Roman pottery began to change.38 The publications of pottery that resulted from 
the excavations and Carthage and Benghazi (ancient Berenice) in the 1970s were 
especially influential in establishing a system of quantification for late Roman pottery 
that allowed for more accurate comparison of assemblages between deposits and between 
sites.39  
Hayes was involved with the publication of pottery from Carthage and was well 
aware of the benefit of quantifying ceramic assemblages.  Nevertheless, even when he 
published his most recent volume on Agora pottery – Roman Pottery: Fine-ware Imports 
(2008, v. 32) – he was still dealing with the same set of limitations. The work that went 
into this publication had a long history.40 Robinson’s volume on Roman pottery from the 
agora (Agora V) attempted only to establish a basic chronological framework for the 
material, and he had intended to publish a second volume dealing with ceramic typology; 
however, because large quantities of pottery continued to be excavated after 1953, it 
became clear that the topic was too large for one volume. The task was therefore divided 
among three people. Robinson took only the early Roman fine-ware imports for himself, 
while delegating responsibility for the late Roman fine-ware imports to Hayes – their two 
studies were to be published in the same volume. Locally produced slip-coated wares and 
coarse wares were originally given to B. L. Johnson for a separate publication.   
                                                            
38 The text of LRP was written  between ca. 1962 and 1968, with publication in 1972. 
 
39 Riley 1976 (Pottery quantification at Carthage); Riley 1979 (quantification of coarse wares from 
Benghazi). 
 
40 See the Preface of Agora XXXII for this background. 
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In the end, though, the publication of all three groups of pottery fell to Hayes 
alone. Robinson’s work was still not completed by the 1980s, and upon his death, the 
American School of Classical Studies at Athens asked Hayes to take over the final 
revisions of Robinson’s text. This task lasted until 1998 and was published in 2008 as 
Agora XXXII, which covers all of the fine-ware imports from the agora, early through 
late Roman. Johnson’s volume on coarse wares and local fine wares never came to 
fruition either, and Hayes is currently in the process of writing this volume as well. 
Hayes freely admits that Agora XXXII is “outmoded in its approach” and that 
Robinson’s work did not keep up with more recent scholarly trends.41 Hayes and 
Robinson were only working with material that had been excavated through 1967, and 
material excavated later was reserved for publication elsewhere. Today, quantification is 
one of the first steps that a ceramic specialist takes in analyzing a complete assemblage, 
but the incomplete nature of these deposits made this step impossible. Hayes was left to 
do the best he could with the object-based approach to chronology and typology of the 
earlier twentieth century, with little attention given to topics such as ceramic technology 
or supply and consumption; therefore, even though Agora XXXII is a recent publication, 
the thought that went into it is nearly a half-century old.42 Even more frustrating is the 
fact that the local fine wares were reserved for a separate volume. Today, it seems that 
Waagé’s initial observation, that the proportion of local fine wares in Athens during the 
late Roman period was relatively small, is likely incorrect. Since 1933, larger quantities 
of this material have come to light, and while quantification is impossible for most 
                                                            
41 Agora XXXII, p. vii. 
 
42 Hayes kept as much of Robinson’s original manuscript as possible in this process. 
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deposits, a general survey of the material suggests that the proportions of different wares 
was more balanced, if not the inverse of Waagé’s original conclusion. For this reason, a 
study that included the local fine wares along with the fine-ware imports would have 
been desirable. 
The study of typology and chronology of Late Roman fine wares is ongoing, 
however, and recent efforts include a new series in the vein of the LRCW conferences on 
late Roman fine wares.43 These collaborative efforts bring together scholars from across 
the Mediterranean to provide a more complete perspective to what is a very complex and 
scattered topic. With the quantity and quality of data available for Roman pottery from 
other sites across the Mediterranean, Athens is not necessarily as valuable a marker for 
chronological studies of the Roman period as it is for the Classical or Hellenistic periods, 
due in part to its status as a provincial university town. Nonetheless, what is needed in 
addition to these valuable studies are more holistic analyses of archaeological 
assemblages so that coarse wares, fine wares, lamps, and other associated finds are 
considered in relation to each other. It is this gap that the present study of two late Roman 
Athenian wells hopes to fill. In the second chapter, the context and contents of the wells 
are described, with an explanation of the methods used to excavation. In the third chapter, 
the pottery from the wells is quantified with a view to differences in well function over 
time. The fourth chapter examines the pottery from the wells along with other late Roman 
deposits north of the Eridanus in light of recent research on late Roman coarse wares, fine 
wares, and lamps, suggesting a minor revision in chronology for Attic gouged jugs, LRA 
3, and as a result, Robinsons’s Group L, Layer III. In the final chapter, the implications of 
                                                            
43 LRFW 1. 
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such a shift are considered for the historical narrative of the Classical agora and for 
Athens generally in the late 4th and 5th centuries A.D. 
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Chapter 2:  The Archaeological Context 
 
 The two wells at the core of this study – Deposits L 2:2 and M 2:1 – were dug 
through the eastern end of the Painted Stoa in two separate rooms. These rooms were not 
part of the original stoa architecture but were formed by rubble walls built between the 
columns of the stoa in Late Antiquity, dividing the open space into smaller square spaces 
(Plan 2). Located diagonally to each other, on opposite sides of a single interior column 
of the stoa, the two rooms containing wells probably serving one or more shops that 
operated in the building. The discovery of these shops has dramatically altered the 
conventional view of the Painted Stoa and of the activity that took place on the north side 
of the Agora during Late Antiquity.44 
Excavation of the Stoa, Section BE 
 
The current study does not depend on the identification of the classical stoa on the 
north side of the Agora as the Painted Stoa. The structure in question was clearly a large, 
prominent, public building in the Athenian agora, and that is what makes these wells 
unusual in the square, regardless of the precise name of the building; nonetheless, it is 
worthwhile to review the evidence for its identification.45 Other suggestions have been 
made regarding the identification of the building, but in the current author’s view, the 
evidence is stronger for the building as the Painted Stoa. 
The western foundations of the stoa were discovered in 1981 in Section BE.  The 
excavations revealed two corners, about eleven meters of the northern wall, the base for 
                                                            
44 For an initial report of the excavation in these levels of Section BH, see Camp 2015, pp. 476-494. 
 
45 Wells in commercial stoas do appear elsewhere, such as the Hellenistic wells in the South Stoa at 
Corinth. See Corinth VII.3, nos. 95-118, pp. 225-235. The deposits from these wells helped to establish the 
Corinthian Hellenistic ceramic chronology. For the locations of the shop wells within the stoa, see Corinth 
I.4, plans I, II, III, IV, V, VI, XVI, XVII, and XXI. 
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one interior column, and three steps along the western wall (Plan 3). Although only a 
small portion of the building was uncovered at that time, it was still clear that the 
structure was a large stoa, facing south over the square.46 Very little of the superstructure 
was preserved in situ, but many blocks from the superstructure of a large Doric building 
were recovered from the rubble walls of Byzantine houses in this same area, suggesting 
that the population of the Byzantine period discovered and reused the large blocks of the 
large classical building below.47 One of these blocks provided enough information to 
reconstruct the entire building. A complete triglyph was found near the northwest corner 
of the building, made of the same tan limestone and of the same length as the blocks of 
the preserved steps (0.999 m.). The two were clearly cut according to the same module, 
and from the measurements of the triglyph, the rest of the plan for the stoa could be 
extrapolated.48 The stoa was approximately 48 m. long and 11.5 m. wide, with an exterior 
Doric colonnade and triglyph frieze that ran around the short sides of the building.  Six 
fragments of unfluted limestone columns and four fragments of marble Ionic capitals 
were also found in the immediate area, suggesting that the stoa had an interior Ionic 
colonnade. 
The foundation packing of the stoa provided the date for its construction.  
Although disturbed in many places, a portion of the packing remained intact in three 
areas along the west end.49 Much of it consisted of chipped limestone – most likely debris 
                                                            
46 For a complete discussion of the architecture, see Shear 1984, pp. 5-17. 
 
47 Shear 1984, p. 8. 
 
48 Shear 1984, p. 9. The block belonged to a frieze with triglyphs measuring 0.384 m. wide, alternating with 
metopes of 0.615 m., requiring columns spaced 1.998 m. apart (twice the length of the triglyph) beneath the 
frieze. The remains of the stoa foundation also fit the module of this block. 
 
49 Shear 1984, p. 13. 
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from stone working related to the building’s construction. To supplement this fill, a large 
quantity of red earth was brought in and dumped along the foundation as well, above, 
below or next to the stone packing. This red fill contained enough broken black gloss 
pottery to confirm a date in the second quarter of the fifth century B.C.50  
It is also clear from the excavations at the west that the stoa was in use for at least 
a thousand years. The foundations of the classical building were found under many layers 
of debris that were deposited at some point in the late 6th century, indicating that the stoa 
was not being used by that point, and its walls had already begun to be pillaged for 
building material.51 The stratigraphy suggests that the building was dismantled shortly 
after it went out of use.52 That the walls of the Painted Stoa were still standing until that 
point is suggested by the construction of the stoa in the 5th century A.D., when the eastern 
wall was built up against the western wall of the Classical building.53 
Identification of the Stoa 
 
The formal argument for the identification of the stoa was made by T. Leslie 
Shear, Jr. after the excavation of its western corner in Section BE.54 The key passage for 
                                                                                                                                                                                 
 
50 Lots BE 659, 660, 662-665.  The pottery included cups, lekythoi, plates, and lamps, all dating to about 
470-460 B.C. 
 
51 Lots BE 469, 600, 607, 608, 650, 651, 657 1078.  These fills contained fragments of Late Roman C Form 
10 and two Justinianic coins, BH-270 and BE-307. 
 
52 Shear 1984, pp. 16-17. The destruction of the building cannot be distinguished from when the stoa began 
to be robbed for building material, suggesting that it was not allowed to sit in a dilapidated state for any 
significant period of time before being dismantled. 
 
53 Shear 1984, pp. 16, fig. 10. 
 
54 Shear 1984, pp. 17-19. See also Camp 2007, pp. 649-651 for a reiteration of the argument in light of 
more recent excavations. 
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its identification comes from Pausanias, written ca. 150 A.D. As Pausanias approaches 
the stoa, he describes the monuments in the northwest corner of the Agora: 
 
ὑπὲρ δὲ τὸν Κεραµεικὸν καὶ στοὰν τὴν καλουµένην Βασίλειον ναός ἐστιν 
Ἡφαίστου . . .  
 
. . . πλησίον δὲ ἱερόν ἐστιν Ἀφροδίτης Οὐρανίας . . . 
 
ἰοῦσι δὲ πρὸς τὴν στοάν, ἣν Ποικίλην ὀνοµάζουσιν ἀπὸ τῶν γραφῶν, ἔστι
ν Ἑρµῆς 
χαλκοῦς καλούµενος Ἀγοραῖος καὶ πύλη πλησίον: ἔπεστι δέ οἱ τρόπαιον Ἀ
θηναίων 
ἱπποµαχίᾳ κρατησάντων Πλείσταρχον, ὃς τῆς ἵππου Κασσάνδρου καὶ τοῦ 
ξενικοῦ τὴνἀρχὴν ἀδελφὸς ὢν ἐπετέτραπτο. 
 
 
Above the Kerameikos and the Royal Stoa is a shrine of Hephaistos . . .  
 
. . . Nearby is a sanctuary of Heavenly Aphrodite . . .  
 
. . . And as you go to the stoa, which is called Poikile because of the 
pictures, there is a bronze Hermes called Agoraios and a gate near by.  On 
the gate is a trophy erected by the Athenians when in a cavalry fight they 
defeated Pleistarchos, who was the brother of Kassandros and was 
entrusted with the command of his cavalry and mercenaries.55 
 
Pausanias first mentions the Hephaisteion, a well-preserved Doric temple located 
on the Kolonos Agoraios, just above the Royal Stoa – this places him securely in the 
northwest corner of the square (Plan 4).56 Next, he mentions that a sanctuary of Aphrodite 
Ourania is located nearby. Supporting this description, an archaic altar was discovered in 
1981 that may have served this sanctuary was uncovered. Constructed in the late 6th 
                                                            
55 Paus. 1.14.6 – 1.15.1, trans. Agora III, no. 80, p. 39. 
 
56 Like many monuments in the Agora, this temple has more than one suggested identification, though most 
agree today that it is the Hephaisteion. An early identification as the Theseion was due in part to its 
sculpted metopes bearing scenes from the life of Theseus. For an argument in favor of its identification as 
the Theseion, see Koch 1955. For discussion of the temple as the Hephaisteion, see Judeich 1931, p. 365; 
Dinsmoor 1941; Wycherley 1959. 
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century B.C., the altar is not far from the Royal Stoa, just north of the Eridanus and to 
west of the classical stoa. Although its identification is not certain, this altar is a good 
candidate for the Altar of Aphrodite Ourania.57 The quality of construction and the size of 
the altar (ca. 4.42 x 1.58 m.) suggest that it was used in the sanctuary of a prominent 
deity. Although no specific votive deposits were found near the altar, a few finds point to 
an identification. A somewhat loose connection may be made with two fragments of a 
votive relief found in later levels about 10 m. to the east of the altar.58 The relief features 
the iconography of Aphrodite Ourania – a veiled woman on a ladder, extending an 
incense burner in her right hand – which seems to suggest that Aphrodite was venerated 
in this role somewhere in the vicinity. Also, the remains of sacrifices that were deposited 
at the altar (burnt ash and bone), contained a high proportion of doves and young female 
goats. This specific combination of animal sacrifices is associated only with Aphrodite in 
literary and epigraphical texts, making it unlikely that any other known deity was 
connected to this altar.59 Finally, numerous figurines of Aphrodite have been found in the 
Agora dating from the 1st through the 5th c. A.D. which seems to support the idea of a 
sanctuary of the goddess in the square. One of the most recently excavated figurines of 
Aphrodite was found not far from this altar in Section BZ, a small ivory figurine of 
                                                            
57 Shear 1984, pp. 24-40. 
 
58 The extent to which stones moved around in antiquity is unclear; nonetheless, it is likely that they did not 
move far from the location of their dedication. Many examples of spolia from the stoa itself were used in 
the Byzantine houses immediately above it (though these are admittedly much larger and harder to move 
than a votive relief). 
 
59 Literary references to the association of Aphrodite with doves all date to the Roman period (Ov. Met. 
13.673, 14.597; Apul. Met. 6.6; Pseudo-Hyg., Fab. 197; Ael. NA 10.33; Nonnus, Dion. 33.4); however, 
doves appear frequently with Aphrodite in earlier Greek art, and dove figurines have been found at other 
sanctuaries of Aphrodite, such as her shrine along the Sacred Way on the way to Eleusis. For Aphrodite’s 
epithet of “Epitragia” (riding a she-goat), see Rosenzweig 2004, p. 71. 
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Aphrodite Anadyomene.60 This Late Roman ivory figurine may be an indication that 
goddess was venerated in this area, well into Late Antiquity.61 
Pausanias then mentions a gate bearing a trophy of the Athenian cavalry over the 
Macedonians right before he moves to the Painted Stoa. Here, his description also finds 
support in the archaeological evidence:  the foundations of a Hellenistic gate have been 
excavated in this area of the Agora, built against the western wall of the classical stoa.62 
A road passed through this gate, separating the stoa from the archaic altar of Aphrodite.  
Given the proximity of this gate to the stoa, and since there are no other apparent 
candidates near by, it seems very likely that this is the monument that Pausanias 
mentioned.63 
This is therefore one of the rare instances in which the archaeological evidence 
aligns very nicely with the literary sources in terms of the location, date, and scale of the 
building. The location of the classical stoa fits the description of Pausanias precisely.  
Dates for both the construction and the destruction of the building are provided by 
ceramic evidence from the site, which corresponds to what we know from literary records 
– it was constructed in the time of Kimon, during the second quarter of the 5th century 
B.C., and it was standing long enough to have been seen by Synesios at the end of the 4th 
                                                            
60 Agora BI 1222. P.H. 0.085 m. Broken at lower leg, one arm missing. The figure wears a diadem, holding 
her hair out to either side in each hand. The pose represents the moment that Aphrodite rose from the foam 
created by the genitals of Uranus, while wringing out her hair. 
 
61 Camp 2007, pp. 641-642. 
 
62 Shear 1984, pp. 19-24. 
 
63 Even the precise word choice of Pausanias seems to indicate a relationship between the two buildings 
such as that found here. Pausanias frequently uses πλησίον to indicate that he is moving on from one 
monument to the next, as he did before his description of the sanctuary of Aphrodite and between his 
description of the bronze Hermes and the gate. He does not use this word, though, to separate his 
descriptions of the gate and the stoa, suggesting that the two were closely connected (Shear 1984, p. 21).   
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century A.D. The scale (over 44 m. long) is also appropriate for a large public building – 
prominent enough to have been mentioned fifty times by ancient authors. The Painted 
Stoa was clearly a well-known landmark on the north side of the Athenian agora, and this 
classical building fits that image. 
It is true that the Painted Stoa was not the only large stoa known to have been 
located in this area. Another argument identifies the building as the Stoa of the Herms, 
and while this does remain a possibility, there is less evidence to support this 
identification.64 The Stoa of the Herms is also known to have been standing on the north 
side of the Athenian agora in the first half of the 5th century B.C., and it appears in 
Hellenistic inscriptions; however, that is where testimonia for the stoa end.65 One would 
think that if it had still been standing in the northwest corner of the square in the 2nd 
century A.D., Pausanias would have mentioned it along with all of the other classical and 
Hellenistic monuments that he describes there, but he does not.  It is possible, therefore, 
that the Stoa of the Herms did not remain standing as long as the Painted Stoa did, 
perhaps succumbing to earlier disasters, such as the invasion of Sulla in 86 B.C.66 
Because the physical evidence for the one classical stoa that is preserved at the north side 
of the square fits the accounts that exist for the Painted Stoa more precisely than it does 
for any other building, for this study, the classical stoa will be identified as the Painted 
Stoa. 
 
 
                                                            
64 Di Cesare 2001; Di Cesare 2002.  
 
65 Aeschin. In Ctes. 3.183-185. 
 
66 Camp 2007, p. 650. 
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Excavation of the Stoa, Section BH 
 
More recent excavations at the east end of the building in Section BH have 
confirmed the conclusions reached in the 1980s. Section BH is located at the northern 
edge of the modern excavations, bounded by Hastings Street at the northeast and by St. 
Philip Street at the southeast.67 The northwestern boundary of the trench is still limited by 
a modern building that overlies the middle of section of the ancient stoa, allowing only a 
narrow, cramped space for excavation. It is necessary to discuss the obstacles 
encountered during the excavation of the stoa in this section for two reasons. First, the 
manner in which the stoa was excavated and the sequence in which its remains were 
discovered affected the course of excavation for the late Roman wells, which might have 
proceeded differently if a more methodical approach to excavation had been possible. 
Second, because the two late Roman wells were initially excavated bit by bit, they were 
not interpreted correctly at first. This misinterpretation in turn led to further delays in 
their excavation while the mouths of the wells remained open.68 The approach to 
excavating this area was not ideal nor was it desired by any of the excavators, but it was 
nonetheless necessary in order to overcome the logistical problems that were presented at 
the time. 
Excavations began in Section BH in 2003 under the supervision of Anne McCabe, 
after the removal of the modern building at No. 3 Hastings Street, in an area somewhat 
                                                            
67 Modern property lots 1370/6 and 1370/5. This area should properly be called “BH North”, as the full 
section extends to the south, through the area still occupied by a modern building that has not yet been 
excavated. 
 
68 The mouths of the wells were not completely “open” as they were covered by boards when the 
excavations were not in process; however, this still allows for a large quantity of debris and modern trash to 
fall haphazardly through the opening, especially in a crowded urban environment. 
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smaller than that covered by the trench today (L/3,18 – 2/5,14).69 Roughly L-shaped, the 
excavation of the section was contained by a long, deep trench surrounded by tall scarps 
on all four sides, created by the extant basement walls of modern buildings. Because it 
could be reached only by climbing down a long ladder from the street level, the logistics 
involved in excavating this area were complicated from the beginning.70 In 2006, this 
area was extended to the southeast when the building at the corner of Hastings and St. 
Philip’s Streets was demolished (L/15, M/2 – 2/12, 3/1). 
Over the next six seasons, McCabe excavated a series of Middle Byzantine 
houses that lined a north-south street to the east, similar to those that were excavated in 
the early 1980s in Section BE to the west.71 In 2006, when the area was extended, she 
uncovered Wells L 2:2 and M 2:1, which had clearly been used by the occupants of the 
Byzantine houses.72 Well L 2:2 was located in Byzantine Room H, and Well M 2:1 was 
discovered at the south end of Byzantine Room J, right at the edge of the modern scarp 
and cutting into it slightly (Pl. 1). A portion of the contents of the wells were excavated, 
and they both contained Byzantine material; therefore, the logical conclusion at the time 
was that these wells were dug at some point in the 9th century A.D. or later to serve the 
Byzantine settlement here.  
                                                            
69 Agora Notebook BH-VI. 
 
70 A large hill created by dumped excavation fill separates Section BH from Section BZ to the west.  
Despite the fact that the elevations of Section BZ are actually much lower than those reached in BH, 
Section BH appears to be deeper, because the small area is surrounded by tall scarps on all four sides. 
 
71 Shear 1984, pp. 50-57. The Byzantine remains over the west end of the stoa were just as fragmentary as 
those at the east. Multiple phases of occupation and rebuilding obscure the situation even further. 
Regrettably, situation at the east cannot improve upon the statement that the “picture of Byzantine Athens 
that emerges . . . cannot be said to have come into sharp focus,” (Shear 1984, p. 57).  
 
72 L 2:2: Image 2012.87.1361. 
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The wells remained largely unexcavated for several years, for two reasons. First, 
it was difficult for the excavation to obtain the necessary permission to remove the 
Byzantine walls in the trench. Well L 2:2 has a central location within the trench, but at 
that time, it was nestled among tight cluster of walls. Its excavation would therefore have 
been awkward, and the stratigraphy of the walls would have been damaged in the 
process. For Well M 2:1 the situation was even worse – with the well shaft cutting the 
edge of a tall scarp, additional excavation into that scarp was necessary in order to build a 
platform for a windlass over the mouth of the well. Second, even if it had been possible 
to remove the Byzantine walls immediately, excavation of the wells would have been 
logistically difficult. Given their location at the very back of the trench, the equipment 
available for pumping the wells would not have been able to obtain the pressure 
necessary to move the water up to the opening of the well, down the length of the trench, 
and then up to the modern drain at street level. 
Because of these obstacles, the excavators left all of the Byzantine features in 
place while continuing to dig down around them. While doing so, they discovered several 
additional elements of the Painted Stoa below. In 2007, the excavations revealed some of 
the best-preserved elements of the stoa’s superstructure to date: an intact portion of its 
back wall and the base of its eleventh interior column. Two limestone orthostates were 
preserved at the back wall of the building, likely due to the fact that they were 
incorporated into the later Byzantine walls. It would appear that in the course of 
constructing the Byzantine houses, these two limestone blocks were encountered (along 
with others), but as they were difficult to dig through or to remove, the walls were simply 
built around or over them. Byzantine Wall 1 was built perpendicular to the orthostates at 
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a slightly higher elevation (Pl. 5a), but not without damaging blocks below. Rather than 
remove the large limestone blocks in their entirety, the Byzantine builders simply dug 
away what they needed in order to accommodate their own construction. Upon removal 
of Wall 1, it was discovered that the upper corner of the western orthostate had been 
carved out in order to accommodate, or perhaps to support, Wall 1 (Pl. 5b). 
Likewise, the lower shaft and base of the stoa’s eleventh interior column were 
preserved in this section, also due to the fact that they had been incorporated into later 
walls. These blocks, along with the orthostates, confirmed the conjectured plan of the 
building that William Dinsmoor Jr. made in the 1980s, based on the excavated remains of 
the stoa’s western corner at that time.73 The preservation of the column, though, began 
much earlier than the Byzantine period. The foundations of three Late Antique rubble 
walls were found running from Column 11, which divided the stoa into a series of smaller 
rooms. Walls 27 and 31 ran between the columns of the stoa, dividing it length-wise.  
Wall 29 was somewhat smaller, running perpendicular to 27 and 31, extending to the 
south, towards the (unexcavated) exterior colonnade of the stoa (Plan 2). A fourth rubble 
wall was found as well, running to the north, towards the back of the stoa, from the point 
at which Column 10 would have been located if it were preserved. Context pottery from 
the excavation indicates that these walls were in place by the 5th century A.D.74  
The division of public stoas into private shops or houses in this manner was not 
unusual in Late Antiquity.75 The practice was apparently so ubiquitous that legislation 
                                                            
73 Column 11 was only 3 cm. off from its projected location in Dinsmoor’s original plan. 
 
74 BH Lots 539-543. Fill around Wall 27 contained fragments of LRC (Form 3), AfRS (Forms 48, 87), and 
LRA 2. 
 
75 Other examples from the Athenian agora can be found west of the Royal Stoa and in the Library of 
Pantainos (Camp 2015, p. 481). 
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was necessary to restrict it. Imperial decrees that address the problem are preserved in 
both the Theodosian and Justinianic Codes.76 Much later, Byzantine Wall 14, one of the 
longest walls in this area, was built over Column 11, in line with late antique Wall 29, 
sealing off and protecting the earlier architecture below (Pl. 3). 
The architecture of the Painted Stoa therefore has a complex history and an 
afterlife that extends far beyond its originally intended use in the 5th century B.C.  
Because of this continued use and re-use, construction and re-construction, interpretation 
of the smaller features in and around the building can be complicated. In 2009, the Agora 
Excavations finally obtained permission to remove the Byzantine walls in Section BH, at 
which point the author took over the supervision of excavations there. In course of 
removing the walls, Wells L 2:2 and M 2:1 were also investigated further, though still in 
a limited manner.  Well M 2:1, which was located next to Wall 14, remained largely 
untouched, given its location at the edge of the scarp. Part of its exposed lining next to 
the Byzantine wall was excavated, however, and it contained a fair quantity of Byzantine 
lead-glazed pottery, appearing to confirm its original interpretation as a Byzantine 
feature.77  
Well L 2:2 proved to be more complicated.  When the well was initially 
discovered in 2006, the excavators came down on a circular cutting in the ground, 0.82 
m. in diameter. The upper part of the shaft was unlined, but the beginning of the lined 
portion of the well began farther down, indicating that the well must have been 
                                                            
76 Cod. Theod. XV.1.39, 398 A.D.; Cod. Iust. VIII.10.12.6 of Zeno; Cod. Iust. VIII.11.20, 439 A.D.; Cod. 
Iust. I.4.26.8-9 and X.30.411, 530 A.D.; for the privatization of urban public space in the late antique and 
Byzantine periods, see Saradi 2006, p. 186. 
 
77 Agora Notebook BH-IX, p. 1725. 
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abandoned and rediscovered at a later date.78 During the construction, the initial shaft dug 
for the well would have had a diameter about twice the length of the diameter of the 
actual mouth of the well.  After this shaft was dug, a lining of large fieldstones was 
installed to support the shaft, reducing the diameter of the opening by 40 to 50 cm. This 
thick lining was then covered with the tile lining that is visible on the interior of the well. 
The stratigraphy of the well in relation to the later walls therefore revealed their relative 
chronology. The first large circular cutting for Well L 2:2 was actually over run by Wall 
14; therefore, even though the highest opening of the well was located squarely within 
the Byzantine rooms above, the well itself had to pre-date their construction.79 While it is 
clear that the well was used by the occupants of the Byzantine houses, it does not seem 
that the well head was intentionally raised.  Because the excavators came down on a 
circular, unlined shaft that was directly in line with the lined opening of the well, it seems 
probable that as the fill continued to settle into the well, a depression or soft spot was 
noticed in the ground above it, and the well was then rediscovered and utilized. 
After removal of the Byzantine walls in 2009, it was apparent that Well L 2:2 
must be earlier than the Byzantine construction, but the absolute dates of the features 
were still unclear. In effort to clear the interior of the Painted Stoa, the upper portion of 
the well’s lining was removed in 2009, along with a small portion of its contents.  The 
lining contained primarily late Roman pottery with only one Byzantine sherd (probably 
intrusive), but as the late Roman material provided only a terminus post quem for its 
                                                            
78 Agora Notebook BH-XII, pp. 2366-2367. 
 
79 This relationship was not fully realized until the Byzantine walls and the fill below them were removed 
in 2009. 
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construction, a precise date was still uncertain.80 About a half meter of fill was removed 
from the interior of the well (50.786-50.226 masl), but most of the material it contained 
was too non-descript to be conclusive.  At that level, the well contained mainly broken 
tile with a small amount of coarse pottery, including four late fragments of late Roman 
Amphora 2 and two small joining sherds of a cooking pot with two letters incised.81 
Given this evidence from the well’s contents and lining, it seemed likely that the 
construction of the well dated to the 7th or perhaps the 8th century A.D. but probably not 
much earlier.  Deposits of rubble that were dumped into the stoa indicate that the building 
finally went out of use in the mid-6th century.82 It therefore seemed plausible that some 
time after that, perhaps during the 8th century Dark Age, when memory of the stoa had 
faded, a well was installed here, cutting through the Classical stoa, still one to two 
hundred years before it was built over and rediscovered during the Byzantine period. 
The two wells were left largely untouched during the 2010 excavation season, but 
one of the major finds from that season enabled the excavation of Well L 2:2 the 
following year.  A Hellenistic cistern (Deposit L 2:6) was discovered in Section BH just 
behind the Painted Stoa, positioned half way between the wells at the back of the trench 
to the southeast and the entrance to the trench at the northwest (L/11 – 2/11).  The cistern 
was not terribly large, with a depth of 2.75 m. and a maximum diameter of 1.55 m. at the 
                                                            
80 BH Lot 573. The upper lining contained fragments of LRC, Local RS, glazed lamps, gouged jugs, LRA 1 
and LRA 2. The top half-meter of the well lining was different from that below, however, and the well head 
may have been raised even before the well went out of use in Late Antiquity. The contents of this lot may 
therefore be mixed – some of the pottery looks appropriate for the early 5th century (Local RS, glazed 
lamps), but some of it dates much later (LRC Form 3C rims; wavy, combed LRA 2). A deposit of rubble 
adjacent to Well L 2:2 (BH Lot 592) may also have contaminated the fill excavated with the lining when 
the stoa was robbed out and rubble was dumped in during the 6th century A.D. 
 
81 BH Lot 574. The letters inscribed on the cooking fragment (P 35987) are either ΔΑ or ΔΘ. 
 
82 BH Lot 592-593, 656. Agora Notebook BH-XIII, pp. 2351-2353, 2414; BH-XIV, p. 2639. 
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bottom, but it nonetheless served at an effective holding tank to facilitate the removal of 
water from the wells.  Because it was closer to the wells, both horizontally and vertically, 
sufficient pressure could be obtained to pump water from the wells into the cistern and 
then from the cistern up to the drain at street level. 
Excavation Methods and Conditions 
 
In 2011, with the Byzantine walls cleared from Section BH and the problem of 
water removal solved, the contents of Well L 2:2 were excavated completely.  The 
following season in 2012, Well M 2:1 was fully excavated as well.  Due to the nature of 
the deposits and because both wells are still fully functional, filling with water rapidly, 
the excavation methods used to remove their contents differ slightly from those typically 
utilized at the excavations of Athenian agora. 
For most contexts, excavators at the Athenian agora dig stratigraphically in an 
open area.  Rather than opening a series of square units divided by baulks, they dig in one 
large area that is defined either by boundaries at modern features (foundations, streets) or 
by boundaries of the excavation grid.  In ideal situations, contexts are excavated in 
chronological order, from latest to earliest.  This also means that they do not dig in 
arbitrary levels, since their goal is to excavate each discrete context in a single “basket”.  
In theory, each context, or basket, represents one specific event of deposition.  That event 
could be short, such as the single dumping of a large amount of fill, the closing of a 
grave, or the construction of a wall; or the event could be long, such as the gradual 
accumulation of sediment on a road over a number of years.  This method of excavation 
relies on the skilled observation of the excavators to distinguish one context from 
another, and it is therefore imperfect.  To minimize contamination of earlier levels by 
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later material, one can usually dig further into an earlier context than is necessary to 
ensure that all later material is removed – if a small amount of early material is mixed 
into a later context, the terminus post quem for the deposit does not change.  If a 
substantial amount of later material becomes mixed with an early context, however, the 
interpretation of stratigraphy can be easily confused. 
For the excavation of Well L 2:2 and Well M 2:1, a combination of stratigraphic 
excavation and excavation in arbitrary levels was used.  Most often, the wells were 
excavated in arbitrary 0.50 m. levels, or baskets.  Because the wells filled gradually, over 
a long period of time, when digging down in a large shaft like these it is not always 
apparent that the fill is changing, whether in terms of color, composition, or content.  
This is true when the fill is dry, but the situation is complicated even further when the 
wells are fill with water.  Also, as material falls into a long, vertical shaft, it does not 
accumulate in perfectly flat levels.  Rather, a mound forms at the center of the shaft, 
enabling later objects to fall to a lower elevation than earlier deposits.  The quantity of 
water in the wells created another complication.  Sump pumps were used to remove water 
from the wells, but they could never remove the water completely.  Excavators were 
always standing in at least 0.20 m. of water at the bottom of the well, and that level rose 
gradually as they worked, making frequent pumping necessary.  They were therefore 
working blindly at the bottom of a dark well, using only their hands to sense any kind of 
change in the fill.  Using arbitrary levels ensured that chronological change in the 
contents of the fill would not be overlooked, since the material would be divided at least 
every half-meter.  At certain times, it was obvious that a different context was reached, 
either because of a dramatic change in the fill from hard to soft (or vice versa), or because 
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a different ceramic style was suddenly present (such as large quantities of gouged jugs).  
In these cases, the basket would be changed whenever the different contexts were 
perceived, regardless of the depth of the arbitrary level. 
Deposit M 2:1 
 
Well M 2:1 was dug through the Painted Stoa to the southeast of Column 11 in 
the middle of the 4th century A.D, prior to the construction of the late Roman walls that 
divided the stoa.83 Presumably, the stoa was still functioning as a public building at this 
point, or perhaps the installation of this well marks the transition of the building to use 
for private commercial spaces. Either way, the fact that a well was dug through the 
Painted Stoa in the middle of the 4th century is very unexpected. The earliest cultural 
material found at the bottom of the well is a series of glazed Attic lamps, providing a 
secure date for earliest deposition in the well around A.D. 350 (1, Layer I, Fig. 1).84 The 
well was used continuously until the first half of the 6th century when a large quantity of 
architectural tile was dumped into it, which may also signal the end of use for the stoa 
itself (Layer V). The late Roman shaft was lined with large field stones, covered by semi-
circular terracotta tiles, leaving a narrow shaft of 0.70 m. The 25 rows of tiles are not 
identical, having either half-circle or square hand-holds, and their joints are not well-
fitted with frequent gaps around the tiles above, below, or at sides. It is clear that they 
were not made specifically for this well, and they may have been re-used from a different 
                                                            
83 Although the context pottery from around the late Roman walls does not allow for a conclusive date for 
their construction at this point, the original cuttings for both wells lie beneath the late Roman walls – 
therefore both wells must have been installed prior to the construction of the walls. 
 
84 In addition to the catalogued find from this layer (1), the lowest two lots in the well also contained 
fragments of 4th century glazed lamps (BH Lots 736-735). 
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location. The well itself was re-used in the Middle Byzantine period, and the well head 
was raised substantially with an extended stone lining. 
 The period-of-use (POU) levels of the well contained approximately 270 pots (by 
count of bases) with a small amount of scattered bone and other debris (Layer III, Layer 
IV). From the end of the 4th or the early 5th century, no breaks in use can be ascertained 
until the well was filled with tile in the 6th century. Amphoras and jugs were most 
numerous in the POU fill with LRA 1 and Attic gouged jugs the most frequent types 
present.  Although few fine-ware specimens were deposited in the well, the typological 
features of the jugs and amphoras themselves change significantly enough that a 
chronological progression can be traced throughout the deposit, providing further support 
for the fact that these pots were deposited gradually over time and not dumped in a single 
event.  Numismatic evidence is of little use for determining dates of deposition. A 0.40 
m. of fill near the bottom of the well, immediately below the POU pottery, contained a 
high concentration of bronze coins, but none were preserved well enough to provide a 
date (Layer II).85  A small number of coins were scattered through the upper fill, but they 
were also too corroded to be useful. The lowest 1.5 meters of the well shaft contained a 
large quantity of chipped bluish-gray limestone (possibly re-used bedrock). Very little 
cultural material was present in this fill aside from the several fragments of glazed lamps 
that provide the terminus post quem for its deposition. Because this fill is so 
homogeneous, it must have been dumped intentionally, possibly for purposes of filtration 
at the bottom of the well.  
                                                            
85 BH Lot 733, Basket 38. One lamp and two jugs were excavated with this basket, but at the very least, the 
jugs should be associated with the period of use fill in Lot 732 (see discussion of how fill accumulates in a 
well, above). 
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 The layers above describe several lengthy periods of use that have been divided 
on the basis of ostensible similarity in cultural behavior, usually determined by changes 
in the composition of the assemblage. Because material accumulated in the well over 
time, however, not all layers are chronologically homogeneous. For this reason, divisions 
into the original lots have been maintained within the layers where applicable in the 
catalogue and for the purposes of quantification in Chapter 3 in order to maintain a sense 
of vertical stratigraphy and change over time (see Table 2.1). 
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Tables 2.1 and 2.286 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                            
86 Although it was excavated as one unit, Lot 733 has been split between two cultural layers. The upper 
pottery from the lot should be viewed as part of the POU seen in Layer III; the coins in the lower part of the 
lot should be viewed as part of the coin deposit in Layer II. Due to the silo effect in material that is 
deposited in wells – when a mound forms at the center, allowing later material to fall to a lower elevation 
along the perimeter – the distinction between these two was not immediately apparent at the time of 
excavation. 
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Deposit L 2:2 
 
Well L 2:2 was installed in the Painted Stoa about a generation later than Well M 
2:1 during the first half of the 5th century and was used until the beginning of the 6th 
century, if not later. Based on the lamps and fine wares recovered from the well, a period 
of use beginning ca. A.D. 425 is likely, and like Well M 2:1, this well pre-dates the 
construction of the late Roman walls in the stoa. Within those later walls, however, it is 
located in a back room of the late Roman shops, diagonal to M 2:1, though it is not 
certain that they would have been associated with the same operation. The total depth of 
the well was 8 m. with a shaft diameter of 0.75 m. Like Well M 2:1, the well was re-used 
in the Middle Byzantine period. Presumably, the shaft of the well would have led to a 
circular depression in the fill of the house, indicating its presence below, and the 
depression could have been excavated down to the level of the water level. The original 
late Roman shaft was wider, first lined with large field stones which were then covered 
with semi-circular terracotta tiles. As in Well M 2:1, the 11-12 preserved rows of tile here 
are not identical – some feature semi-circular handholds, others square – and the tiles do 
not fit together at closely fitted joints. Rather, the tiles are often installed unevenly with 
gaps above and below or the sides of each tile; therefore it is not likely that they were 
custom-made for this well. 
 Well L 2:2 contained a large quantity of complete vessels used for drawing water, 
and while there is little evidence of a significant break in use, the nature of the 
assemblage varies over time. The lowest and earliest fill in the well contained a high 
concentration of small bronze coins (Layer I, Fig. 1), but none are preserved well enough 
to provide an indication of date. The earliest datable find from the well was a lamp of the 
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Chione workshop (73) within a dense deposit of LRA 1 (Layer II), pointing to a date in 
the first half of the fifth century for its earliest period of intense use. The well was used 
more or less continuously through the 5th century into the first half of the 6th century, as  
indicated by a progression in lamps (87 – lamps with almond-shaped groove on base) and 
fragments of LRC (88 – stamped bowl; 92 – LRC Form 3E). The types of vessels present 
are consistent throughout the well – LRA 1, LRA 3, gouged jugs, other jugs from 
mainland Greece – though their proportions vary.  The fill from the well that represents a 
period of use can be separated into two very distinct strata that may indicate a change in 
use. The lower stratum (Layer II) contains a higher number of larger vessels, specifically 
LRA 1, though smaller jugs are still present. This level was sealed by a 10 – 15 cm. lens 
of dense gravely fill.  Above that lens, the upper stratum (Layers III-IV) contained 
primarily smaller vessels, and LRA 3 was the most frequent amphora recovered. 
Although the ceramic contents continue to have characteristics of a use deposit, other 
items in the assemblage provided an initial impression of destruction and abandonment. 
Layer III and Layer IV were separated by a small column drum that must have been 
dumped intentionally.87 Also, Layer IV contained fragments of two distinct well heads. 
Throughout Layers III and IV, a large quantity of animal bone was present, notably 20 – 
30 pig mandibles. The column drum, the well heads, and the large quantity of bone are 
the only things that suggest destruction and abandonment of the well, however. 
Characteristics of a use deposit – such as a predominance of vessels used for drawing 
water, many missing handles, and vessels punched with filling holes –  are persistent in 
the pottery above and below with no indication that that the pots were dumped 
                                                            
87 Agora A 5194, H. 0.665, Diam. 0.384. The dimensions of the drum make it too small to have belonged 
the stoa itself, and it must have come from a nearby structure. 
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intentionally.88 The latest layer of the well that can be dated to the Roman period is 
marked by a sudden reduction of ceramic material in the fill and may date to the 7th 
century, though the material from the fill is very mixed.89 This may reflect a period of 
time after the stoa had gone out of use but the well was still open, gradually collecting 
sediment from the surface. 
 Like Well M 2:1, the layers of this well have been divided according to 
differences in cultural activity, not chronology, and the original lots have been indicated 
in the catalogue and in Chapter 3 (see Table 2.2). 
The Broader Context 
 
The features discussed above did not exist in isolation. Many of the Late Roman 
remains north of the Eridanus have been excavated and removed by now, but it is 
important to consider the broader context of what had been the Classical agora when 
examining the wells in the Painted Stoa. After the Herulian invasion of A.D. 267, a new 
fortification was built along the east side of the Agora, excluding everything to the west 
of the Stoa of Attalos – the entirety of the ancient square.90 The diminished character of 
the area is frequently supported by citing the presence of several deposits of dumped 
debris along the Stoa of Attalos on the east side of the square that paint an image of the 
Classical agora being used as a garbage dump by the late 4th or early 5th century.91 While 
                                                            
88 For further discussion, see Chapter 3. 
 
89 BH Lot 574. Only small fragments of broken pottery were recovered, including body sherds of LRA 2 
with deep, wavy combing; one LRC Form 3 rim; fragments of gouged jugs; and one handle of a glazed 
Attic lamp, which must be residual. 
 
90 Agora XXIV, pp. 125-144. 
 
91 Agora XXXII, p. 7 and 305, “Major Late Fills”. Hayes suggests that the rubbish may derive from work 
on the Library of Hadrian to the east of the post-Herulian wall and the monumental street that led to it, from 
about A.D. 410 to 430 and ending when the Palace of the Giants was completed (Agora XXXII, p. 7). It is 
 
 
44 
these facts make it tempting to conclude that nothing of importance took place in the 
classical agora after the third century, the archaeological evidence suggests that, although 
there may have been a lull in activity in the aftermath of the Herulian invasion, the old 
square was not abandoned for very long. Even though the classical agora no longer 
functioned as the civic center of the city by the 4th and 5th centuries A.D., and in spite of 
the fact that the square lay beyond the city walls, the area continued to be developed and 
re-purposed. This section provides an overview of the features in the rest of the square 
that developed and functioned simultaneously with the wells in the Painted Stoa. After a 
closer examination of the wells and their contents, the Agora as a whole will be 
reconsidered in more detail. 
 The south side of the square recovered rapidly after the Herulian invasion. The 
northwest slopes of the Areopagus served as a residential area from the classical period 
on, and continued to do so after A.D. 267. By the fourth century, many of these houses 
had been repaired and re-inhabited, forming a busy neighborhood with two baths and a 
latrine.92 As early as the late fourth century, four large dwellings were built to the 
northeast of the Areopagus, distinct from the smaller private houses to the west. These 
dwellings, known as Areopagus Houses A, B, C, and D, are typical of larger residences in 
the later years of the Roman Empire, with all four presenting variations of a Hellenistic 
peristyle house with the addition of at least one apsidal hall. The remains of House D are 
                                                                                                                                                                                 
therefore plausible that the dumped fills could have accumulated because of this construction rather than in 
spite of it. See also Chapter 5, below. 
 
 
92 Agora XXIV, pp. 24-33. This area lies beyond the boundaries of the classical agora but was excavated by 
Rodney Young in the 1930s in order to find a suitable location for an on site museum. Because it was so 
rich in features, the plan for a museum here was abandoned and the Stoa of Attalos was reconstructed 
instead. See Young 1941 for the results of these excavations. 
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more fragmentary than the others, but an apse from the structure does survive, suggesting 
that the building was similar to the other three. The four houses, all built around the same 
time, seem to be related to each other, but their precise function, whether public or 
private, is uncertain.93 
 By the 5th century, an even larger construction project was underway in the center 
of the square.  The Odeion of Agrippa, an auditorium originally constructed in the 1st 
century B.C, formerly occupied this area. After its roof collapsed around 150 A.D., the 
structure was rebuilt, this time with a monumental facade featuring large pillars sculpted 
in the form of giants and tritons – these pillars remain one of the most striking features of 
the square, as some of the first monuments seen as tourists enter the archaeological site 
today. Although the Odeion was supposedly destroyed during the Herulian invasion of 
Athens in A.D. 267,94 the giants survived and were incorporated into the facade of this 
massive Late Roman structure – the so-called “Palace of the Giants”. The complex 
consists of four main sections:  a North Court; a South Court and a Southeast Court, both 
with adjoining rooms; and the Bath, to the west.95 Though somewhat smaller in size, the 
general scale and non-symmetrical plan of the building with its multiple court complexes 
finds easy parallels in other sprawling Roman villas, such as the Villa at Piazza Armerina 
                                                            
93 Frantz states that these four houses “seem, by their size and relationship to each other, to have served a 
common purpose beyond the ordinary demands of Athenian life and yet to be unsuited to official public 
use” (Agora XXIV, p. 73). Again, this conclusion seems to be colored by the assumption that the quality of 
everyday life and culture in Late Roman Athens had deteriorated so badly that no private citizen would 
have a need for such a residence. I see no reason that these cannot simply be private homes of individual 
wealthy citizens. 
 
94 Agora XXIV p. 4. The building appears to have burned in the middle of the 3rd century – a large quantity 
of burned debris was excavated from the area, with coins no later than the reign of Gallienus (A.D. 253-
268) sealed beneath. 
 
95 See Agora XXIV, pp. 95-116 for a detailed description of the remains. 
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in Sicily.96 Although the precise function of this residence is uncertain, it is possible that 
it served as an imperial residence, if only an occasional one, either for the emperor or for 
other imperial officials.97 
 Along the west side of the square, at least two of the old civic buildings of the 
classical agora were renovated and reused for a short time in the fourth century. After 
apparent damage by the Heruli in the middle of the third century, the Tholos, 
headquarters of the prytaneis, was reinforced by a ring of masonry on the exterior, and on 
the interior, the walls were revetted with marble.98 Likewise, the Metroön, the old 
Sanctuary of the Mother of the Gods and archive of official records, appears to have been 
damaged by the Heruli in A.D. 267, after which its northern chamber was altered to the 
form of a basilica; however, it seems to have ceased functioning in an administrative 
capacity.99 
 By the middle of the 5th century, the east side of the square began to take on a 
more industrial character. Separated from the Palace of the Giants by the Panathenaic 
Way, three watermills were installed along the post-Herulian Wall, along with an 
aqueduct that fed them.100 Of the three mills, the Central Mill is the best preserved and 
                                                            
96 Ward-Perkins 1981, pp. 461-463, figs. 312-314; Wilson 1983. 
 
97 Agora XXIV, p. 111. 
 
98 Thompson 1940, pp 136-137. No precise date can be ascertained for the building's reconstruction, though 
it seems to have been immediate, as the marble slab floor shows no break in use.  The dates that Thompson 
provides for the destruction of the building (late 4th-early 5th century) are based on ceramic and numismatic 
evidence and are due to be revised.  See also Agora XIV, p. 25. 
 
99 A passage from Julian's Oratio refers to the Metroön as the place “where all the documents of the 
Athenians used to be kept” (VII(V).159B); see Agora XIV, p. 25. 
 
100 Agora XXIV, pp. 80-81. 
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can be dated to the third quarter of the 5th century by its associated context pottery, coins, 
and lamps.101 
 The recent excavations of the Athenian agora have revealed a great deal about the 
north side of the square during this period, aside from the new evidence for activity in the 
Painted Stoa. To the west of the Painted Stoa, a north-south road governed the 
topography of the neighborhood (Section BZ), lined by numerous shops or houses (Plan 
5).102 To the west of this road were two Roman baths. The northern bath (I/18,19 – 2/10) 
shows signs of repair that took place in the 3rd century A.D. and was used continuously 
after that until the late 4th or early 5th centuries. Fills around the bath contained numerous 
conical fragments of tegulae mammatae that seem to have been deliberately struck from 
the original flat tiles to which they were attached so that the flat tiles could be re-used in 
other contexts.103 Most of these tiles were found in a large deposit excavated above a 
large drain that dated to the middle of the 3rd century, indicating significant damage at 
that time.104 Although tentative associations between the final end of the bath and the 
arrival of Alaric have been suggested,105 precise dates for the 4th and 5th century features 
in this area are not immediately clear from the excavation records and other 
interpretations may be possible. A gold solidus of Leo I (A.D. 457-474) was also 
                                                            
101 The mill can be identified as a type of Roman mill described by Vitruvius (10.4.1, 10.5.1-2). See 
Parsons 1936 for detailed discussion of the archaeological remains in relation to the text; cf. Spain 1987 for 
an expanded discussion of the mechanics involved in the operation of such a mill. 
 
102 See Camp 2007, pp. 633-642. 
 
103 Camp 2007, p. 638. Tegulae mammatae were large, flat tiles with conical bosses on one side.  When 
these tiles were built up against a wall, the bosses created a hollow space between the two allowing for the 
flow of hot air within the wall as a heating element in a hypocaust system (Pliny HN 35.159; Vitr. 7.4.2). 
 
104 BZ Lot 1603, “Bath Destruction Deposit”. 
 
105 Camp 2007, p. 638. 
 
 
 
48 
excavated from some rubble near here, suggesting further damage to the area in the 
second half of the 5th century.106  
 The remains of the bath at the south (Deposit I-J 2-3:1; Section BE, I/18, J/1 – 
2/14, 3/2) were excavated in 1990, and this structure appears to have had a similar 
history. After a period of use in the 4th century, the building was abandoned abruptly.  A 
large apsidal channel, about 10 m. in diameter, ran around the eastern end of the building 
in which three groups of smashed pottery and marble revetment were deposited, 
presumably after the building had been damaged.107 The area was not abandoned 
completely, however, since a hoard of 431 coins of the later 5th century were found, 
deposited higher in the fill above the pottery.108 At the time of excavation, the easiest way 
to explain both of these deposits – the pottery and the coins – was to connect them to the 
series of barbarian invasions that are thought to have struck Athens in Late Antiquity. 
The smashed pottery can be dated generally from the late 4th or early 5th century, 
confirmed by one coin of Arcadius (A.D. 388-408), which makes a connection with the 
invasion of Alaric and the Goths in A.D. 396 plausible.109 T. Leslie Shear, Jr., the director 
of the excavations at the time, perhaps overstates the case, however, that there “can be 
little room for doubt that the destruction should be attributed to the documented attack on 
                                                            
106 Camp 2007, p. 640. Gold Solidus: N 73064. 
 
107 Shear 1997, pp. 510-511. Tributary channels from the semicircle ran toward the center of the hall and 
other parts of the building. Due to the lack of hydraulic cement in this new construction, Shear suggests 
that these channels were used for the circulation of hot air to heat the bath. 
 
108 Surprisingly, Shear does not proceed to draw a connection between this coin hoard and a Vandal 
invasion in the third quarter of the 5th century but simply suggests that a purse (of 431 coins!) was “dropped 
on the site by some scavenger” as the building was being robbed for re-usable material (Shear 1997, p. 
511). A connection between the two events was suggested by Camp, however, after the excavation of the 
northern bath (above) (Camp 2007, p. 640). 
 
109 Coin: BZ-266.  
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Athens by the Visigoths” at the end of the 4th century.110 At that time, at least some of the 
pottery from this deposit could be dated to the late 4th or early 5th century, and 
developments in Late Roman ceramic chronology in recent years may shift the date of 
this deposit even further. At the very least, a certain degree of caution should be used 
when tying such a deposit to a major historical event.  
 A final deposit that provides an initial impression of widespread destruction at the 
end of the 4th century was found in what is possibly an unfinished or failed well that 
eventually became used as a garbage pit (Deposit K 1:4, K/2,3 – 1/10). Excavated in 
1996, this circular shaft, about 1.10 m. in diameter and 2.23 m. deep, contained a large 
dump of unstratified pottery that seems to have been deposited in a single event. As with 
Deposit I-J 2-3:1, the dates for the pottery in the pit tended to straddle the turn of the 5th 
century, with several forms that could be assigned to either the 4th or the 5th century. In 
light of the other evidence for apparent destruction in the area that had already been 
connected to Alaric and the Goths, this deposit was also presumed to be the result of the 
same barbarian invasion in the late 4th century.111 Nonetheless, as with the bath deposit 
above, it is possible that this deposit may in fact be later than originally thought. 
 The overall impression of classical agora during 4th and 5th centuries A.D. is one 
of dramatic change. This change has traditionally been interpreted as a negative one, in 
which foreign barbarians invaded the city, destroying its ancient monuments, and 
disrupting life to such a degree that Athens never re-emerged from the shadow of these 
misfortunes. While it is true that Athens probably never re-attained the prosperity of its 
“golden age” in the 5th century B.C., the 5th century A.D. should not be approached with 
                                                            
110 Shear 1997, p. 511. 
 
111 John Camp, personal communication. 
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such a high degree of pessimism. The two wells that will be discussed in the following 
chapters challenge the idea that this dramatic change was the result of widespread 
destruction at the hands of barbarians. When the archaeological evidence for the other 
deposits and monuments around the square in the 4th and 5th centuries are re-examined in 
comparison to the material these wells, a very different picture emerges – one of willful 
transformation and reinvention during a period of renewed prosperity under the rule of 
the later Roman Empire. 
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Chapter 3:  Quantification 
 
The primary reason that this study differs from other examinations of late Roman 
wells in the Athenian Agora is that one hundred percent of the ceramic material from the 
wells was retained.  This allows for quantification of the pottery and for a more nuanced 
interpretation of the deposits that goes beyond the issues of typology and chronology.  
Quantification is most useful when other similar deposits are available for comparison; 
however, because only a fraction of the material from other late Roman wells in the 
Agora was kept, any meaningful comparison with those deposits is impossible. 
 No system of quantification is perfect; therefore, it will be taken as a given that 
the data may be skewed in certain ways, and where this is evident, it will be noted.  
Nonetheless, this is a necessary step in any ceramic study.  At the very least, it provides a 
means to present a finely detailed description of the assemblages.  At its best, 
quantification allows for a more precise comparison of how the volumes of pottery in the 
deposits changed over time, and it can help to refine the chronology of the ceramic forms 
present in the wells.  More importantly, it can illuminate aspects of how the wells were 
used and of how their functions may have changed from one period of use to another. 
 In this chapter, the pottery from the two wells is presented in terms of relative 
proportions of the given deposit with a view to determining variation in well function. In 
addition, the minimum number of vessels will be calculated for the most common classes 
of pottery from the wells as a point of comparison. Proportions will be examined first on 
a wide scale (the two wells together), moving to more narrowly defined deposits that 
provide a diachronic view of change (the individual layers of each well). The majority of 
pots from the wells fall into two main classes:  jugs and amphoras.  This is due to the fact 
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that jugs and amphoras were most likely to be used for drawing water and thus the most 
likely to fall into a well.  Quantification of the deposits is therefore primarily a task of 
comparing the proportions of jugs vs. amphoras over time.  A small quantity of fine-ware 
vessels and lamps also fell into the wells, but they make up a very small fraction of the 
deposits and are mainly useful as chronological markers. 
 The deposits are complete in the sense that all ceramic material excavated from 
the wells was kept; however, the sample of pots in the wells has been determined 
overwhelmingly by the types of vessels that were used to draw water.  This does provide 
some indication of the activities that took place in the Painted Stoa during late antiquity, 
but that view is clearly limited.  Also, while it seems that the owners of the wells were 
not concerned with the meters of pottery that accumulated over the course of a century, it 
is still possible that the wells were at least partially cleaned out from time to time and that 
a portion of the accumulated pottery was removed.  The shaft of the wells were lined with 
ceramic tiles featuring square or semi-circular hand or foot-holds, so a certain amount of 
periodic maintenance seems to have been anticipated at the time of the wells' 
construction. 
 Calculating proportions of pottery within a given assemblage is a reliable method 
of quantifying and comparing ceramic data, but the way that the absolute quantities of the 
pottery are compared is often less straightforward. The concepts of completeness and 
brokenness are two major issues that affect how these assemblages will be assessed.  
“Completeness” refers to the percentage of the pot that is actually present in the 
deposit,112 a parameter that affects the total weight of the pottery being quantified but not 
                                                            
112 Orton, Tyers, and Vince 1993, pp. 167-168. 
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necessarily its count and that is largely dependent on the post-depositional history of the 
object.113 Due to the nature of how most pots in the wells (jugs and amphoras) were used, 
the post-depositional history of these objects is very similar, leaving many largely 
complete vessels. While the wells contained a large number of complete vessels, many 
pots are represented only by their lower halves. When a pot is lowered into a well on a 
rope, presumably with a rope attached to its handle, it usually falls to the bottom in one of 
two ways. In some cases, it is quite clear that the pot broke while still attached to the 
rope, and the handle, either by itself or with part of the neck and upper body, was pulled 
back up to the surface, while the base of the pot fell to the bottom. In the case of 
complete vessels, however, it is likely that the rope holding the pot broke or came untied. 
The pot then fell, hitting the water, sinking gently to the bottom without breaking. The 
high degree of completeness for jugs and amphoras therefore makes their quantification 
simple – many can be counted as one base with very little distortion of the data. Vessels 
that appear in the well that were not used for drawing water, however, such as fine-ware 
bowls and cooking pots, tend to have a much lower degree of completeness, often 
represented only by a single rim fragment. In most layers of the wells, fine wares and 
cooking pots make up such a small percentage of the assemblage that their numbers have 
very little significance whether the vessels are well-preserved or not. 
 The “brokenness” of an assemblage can also have a great impact on the results of 
its quantification in terms of vessel count.114 The first step of quantification is usually a 
sherd count, and it would seem that if a high number of sherds of a specific form is 
                                                            
113 Orton and Tyers 1990, p. 86. 
 
114 Orton, Tyers, and Vince 1993, p. 169. 
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present, it is a reflection of the frequency of that specific vessel in a given population.  If 
quantification were limited to a sherd count alone, however, this would present a skewed 
picture of the assemblage.  For example, suppose there are two assemblages that each 
contain a single example of Late Roman Amphora 1 (LRA 1).  In Assemblage 1, the 
amphora broke into two fragments, but in Assemblage 2, it broke into ten.  Although the 
deposits would be identical in terms of the number of vessels they contain, the sherd 
count alone would give the impression that the second assemblage was larger. Like 
completeness, brokenness is a function of post-depositional history, since ceramic objects 
are more likely to break if they are disturbed repeatedly; however, brokenness is also a 
function of ceramic type.115 Vessels that are either large or fragile tend have a higher 
degree of brokenness than vessels that are small or sturdy, and this is certainly a factor 
for the well pottery, since large amphoras will produce more sherds than small jugs. 
Methods of quantification beyond raw counts are therefore necessary in order to compare 
different assemblages accurately. 
 In addition to sherd counts, the total weight of a given class of vessel is 
sometimes used to compare proportions between different assemblages. This can be 
useful when comparing quantities of a specific type of vessel, especially if that type is 
highly standardized.  For example, the size and weight of LRA 1 tends to be very regular 
with little variation.116 In theory, then, a comparison of the total weight of LRA 1 in 
Assemblage 1 versus the total weight of the same amphora in Assemblage 2 should 
provide a reliable indication of the relative frequency of that vessel in each assemblage. 
                                                            
115 Orton and Tyers 1990, p. 86. 
 
116 See Van Alfen 1996. A measure of capacities by weight (empty vs. full amphoras) show LRA 1 to be 
highly standardized, at least by the 7th century A.D. 
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Weights become problematic, however, when they are used to compare different classes 
of pottery. The weight of one amphora is much higher than the weight of one jug, for 
example, and amphoras would always be over-represented in an assemblage when 
comparing weights, either by proportions or by absolute numbers. 
The manner in which one determines how much pottery is in an assemblage is 
therefore far from simple since the objects in question are rarely complete. The wells here 
are an atypical case, because they did contain a large quantity of complete pottery due to 
the manner in which the pots were deposited. This makes their quantification more 
straightforward than it is for assemblages that consist primarily of broken sherds. 
Nonetheless, it is useful to review the ways in which quantification has been approached 
and how various measures can affect the interpretation of a given assemblage. 
Pottery Quantification in the 20th Century 
In the first half of the twentieth century, for American archaeologists, pottery 
quantification was approached primarily as a means of establishing artifact seriation on 
the basis of sherd counts, with some consideration given to sherd weight.117 As such, the 
main goal of quantification was the refinement of ceramic typology and chronology.118 
By the late 1950s, however, the validity of sherd counts as a measure became more 
                                                            
117 The focus on seriation was influenced by Flinders Petrie’s work on pottery from Egyptian tombs (Petrie 
1899). For early considerations sherd weight in conjunction with sherd count, see Gamio 1922 (ratio of 
count to weight as an index of fineness) and Gifford (1951, p. 223), who viewed as a more statistically 
accurate measure than sherd count. King (1949) provided sherd counts and weight but was doubtful of its 
utility. 
 
118 For quantification and chronology, see Ford 1962. 
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seriously questioned, and archaeologists began to focus on various methods of 
determining the number of vessels represented in a given assemblage.119  
With the arrival of the New Archaeology in the 1960s and its emphasis on 
scientific approaches, archaeologists began to formulate methods of quantification that 
were more highly theorized for archaeological data.120 The uses of quantification also 
expanded beyond ceramic chronology to include spatial analysis and functional 
differentiation between assemblages.121 Building on previous efforts to calculate the 
minimum number of vessels of an assemblage, Clive Orton first coined the term 
“estimated vessel-equivalent” or “eve” in 1975, as a way to calculate an approximate 
number of vessels, allowing for more useful comparisons between assemblages.122 The 
term refers to the idea that if several sherds in an assemblage come from the same vessel, 
they are equivalent to a certain fraction of that vessel. In actual practice, it is rarely 
possible to arrive at this figure simply by sorting sherds and estimating the fraction of a 
vessel that they represent, and therefore various methods of calculating this statistic have 
been suggested. In assemblages comprised of fragmentary pottery, a calculation of eves is 
often based on the parts of the vessel that can actually be measured, such as rims, bases, 
or rims and bases.123 In this case, some fragment of the vessel, such as a rim or a base is 
                                                            
119 Burgh (1959, p. 192) was the first to consider the “count of vessels represented” or the “minimum 
number of vessels”. 
 
120 For more in-depth overviews of these developments, see Orton 1992 and Orton 1993. 
 
121 For spatial analysis, see Fulford and Hodder 1974. Pottery was quantified to identify “fall-off patterns” 
from production centers. According to Orton (1993), using pottery quantification to identify differences in 
function was still rarely attempted by the early 1990s. 
 
122 Orton 1975. 
 
123 For rims, see Egloff 1973. For bases, see Bloice in Dawson 1971. 
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measured as a fraction of the whole vessel.124 A second method can be more useful, 
however, when a certain vessel type is highly standardized and when the weight of a 
complete vessel is known. In this case, the weight of the total sherds for a given type are 
divided by the weight of a complete vessel for that type.125 While not precise, this 
provides an estimate of how much pottery an assemblage contained. For certain classes of 
pottery, such as amphoras, which are not easily measured by calculations based on rims 
and bases, an approach based on weight can be more informative.126  
It is clear that methods of calculation for absolute quantities of pottery are prone 
to bias, and the calculation of vessel equivalents can be time-consuming and 
unnecessarily complicated for use-deposits from wells, assuming that they even provide 
an accurate measure of the pottery in the assemblages. Another approach to pottery 
quantification using relative proportions was developed in the 1970s that enables the 
different types and classes of pottery to be related to each other within a single deposit 
and between different deposits. This method was developed at Carthage in the 1970s that 
involves the evaluation of ceramic data based on proportions of either rims, bases, and 
handles (RBH) or of rims, bases, handles, and sherds (RBHS).127 A count of RBH can be 
more useful when there are many body sherds in an assemblage that are not distinctive 
                                                            
124 Orton, Tyers, and Vince 1993, p. 172. 
 
125 See Orton 1993, p. 181. Orton lists this method as preferable to calculations based on rims or bases. This 
“standardized weight” approach to calculating eves has its roots in earlier work by Baumhoff and Heizer 
(1959). 
 
126 Orton 1993, p. 181. 
 
127 The approach adopted here was developed at Carthage (Riley 1976) and adapted again for the 
publication of coarse pottery from Benghazi, where Riley provides a clear and succinct overview of the 
method (Riley 1979, pp. 97-111). 
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enough to be assigned to a specific type.128 This is typically not an issue with the pottery 
from the wells under study here as most sherds could be assigned easily to a specific type 
and if not, at least to a specific class. As the charts below demonstrate, however, a count 
of RBHS does tend to give some bias to the class of “Miscellaneous Coarse Wares”. This 
category is comprised of very small coarse sherds that are too poorly preserved to be 
assigned to a more specific category. In terms of actual volume and weight, they make up 
a very small proportion of the assemblages. When they are included in a count of RBHS, 
however, their proportion does become more significant. Nonetheless, it does not alter 
the relationships between other classes of pottery significantly, so this bias must simply 
be kept in mind when reviewing the data. When using only proportions of RBH, though, 
proportions of other classes that are strongly represented by body sherds become 
diminished, and in those cases, proportions of RBHS provide a more accurate 
representation of the assemblage. 
Methodology for Well Pottery 
The assemblages at the core of this study contained two classes that are very 
disparate in terms of weight (jugs and amphoras) and that are present in quantity with a 
high degree of completeness. A comparison of these two classes of pottery is problematic 
if using only absolute sherd counts or weights.  For sherd counts, whether jugs or 
amphoras tend to fracture more easily than the other is unclear, but it may be very 
possible that amphoras, simply because of their large size, produce more fragments than 
the smaller jugs do. With weight, the picture becomes even more skewed.  Because 
                                                            
128 Riley 1979, p. 103. See also Slane 2003, n. 13, p. 323.  Slane views counting only RBH as “illogical”, 
though she notes that a count of RBH, rather than RBHS, is still useful for intersite comparison since RBH 
is most frequently reported. 
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amphoras outweigh jugs significantly, if proportions are calculated using only weights, 
amphoras make up about 75% of the assemblage. Calculating vessel equivalents based on 
standardized weights is also not a perfect approach, since vessel weights can still vary 
within a given type, but it does reduce bias significantly by providing a reliable 
estimation. 
Another method of estimating the number of vessels in a deposit is to count the 
number of bases that are preserved for each class of pottery.129 This approach is 
particularly appropriate for the well pottery since the lower halves of vessels are typically 
better preserved than the rims or handles. Also, it provides an impression of how many 
pots were falling into the well, even if many objects are only partially preserved – 
calculation by weight would tend to obscure this issue. Nonetheless, bases for certain 
amphoras, such as LRA 1, can be easily overlooked at times, and the bases of jugs may 
fragment easily, increasing the number of bases that are counted. This approach is 
perhaps the most useful for counts of LRA 3, which has a very narrow base that is not 
prone to fracture and that is very easy to identify. 
In this chapter, RBHS will be the primary measure used due to the high degree of 
completeness of the pots in the wells and to the ease of assigning most sherds to a 
specific type, but each table also includes data for RBH in order provide a comparison for 
certain biases and to facilitate comparison with other sites that only report proportions of 
RBH. Counts of bases and a selection of vessel equivalents will also be calculated only as 
a point of comparison to proportions of RBH and RBHS in order to demonstrate 
differences in the results obtained by each method. Because the pottery in these wells is 
                                                            
129 Riley 1979, p. 101. 
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so complete, it is not necessary to rely on calculations of estimated vessel equivalents 
based on percentages of rims or bases. Because it is possible to calculate vessel 
equivalents based on standardized weights with the pottery from these deposits, it is as 
useful exercise to do so. 
 It follows that before quantification of an assemblage can be attempted, a 
typology of the ceramic forms present must have already been established so that well-
defined groups are being compared.130 For most of the pottery in these wells, that has 
been sufficiently accomplished.  Late Roman Amphoras 1, 2 and 3 have been studied 
extensively, as have the few examples of fine wares in the wells.  Attic gouged jugs and 
their related forms, though not studied in detail, are unique enough and ubiquitous 
enough in Athens that they are easy to identify as a separate group, even in small 
fragments.  When dealing with other types of jugs and amphoras, however, the situation 
can be more ambiguous.  Many other varieties of amphoras are present, and they were 
given the most precise identification possible.  Some have been identified by their 
published parallels, even if their source has not been securely identified, so that they can 
easily be related to new information, should future studies reveal more about the type  
(e.g. M 327, Agora V).  The same approach was taken to other varieties of jugs.  Aside 
from Attic jugs, two other types of jugs appeared frequently in the wells.  One has been 
plausibly identified as a product of the Argolid (e.g. 25, 51, 80, 97, 98), the other as a 
product of Boeotia (e.g. 24, 41, 62, 96, 111, 112).131 Even though both of these jugs have 
been found in quantity in late Roman wells throughout Athens, neither has been studied 
                                                            
130 Riley 1979, p. 99. 
 
131 For Argolid jugs: Hayes 2010, p. 28, fig. 2 (Agora P 33505); Hammond 2015, nos. 435 and 436. For 
Boeotian: Hayes, personal communication; Hammond no. 513, possibly nos. 514 and 518. 
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or published in sufficient detail.132 For now, the simple fact that they are distinct from 
local products is enough for the current study. Whenever any sherds or partial vessels 
could not be identified precisely by form or by production center, most could at least be 
assigned to a broader functional class; therefore, many body sherds were counted as 
“Miscellaneous Amphoras” or as “Miscellaneous Jugs” or as “Miscellaneous Coarse 
Ware”. A few other categories of ceramic objects were included in the count (“Other”), 
as they may be significant for chronology or for determining how the wells functioned, 
such as cut ceramic amphora stoppers, lids, and terracotta lamps. The categories of “Plain 
Wares” (primarily basin fragments) and “Lead Glazed” (most likely intrusive) are 
represented only by a few sherds and barely appear on the charts. 
The size of a given assemblage can also affect how statistically significant the 
results of its quantification can be.  In his quantification of the coarse pottery from 
Benghazi, John Riley required a minimum of 60 sherds in a deposit, with at least 100 
sherds as an ideal. On the other hand, Orton, Tyers, and Vince recommend that no 
minimum be set since even very small assemblages can be significant when combined 
with other groups.133 There should be little question that the well deposits presented here 
are large enough for quantification to be significant, although certain layers of the deposit 
are so small that they skew the data when calculating proportions (see Fig. 3.9).  The total 
sherd count for both wells combined comes to 14,271 with a total weight of 628 kg.  The 
total RBHS for Well L 2:2 is 7732, weighing 301 kg., and for Well M 2:1, a total of 
6539, weighing 327 kg. 
                                                            
132 A walk through any Athenian metro station reveals the frequency of these jugs in late Roman Athens, as 
they are frequently displayed in the exhibits of finds that were excavated in the course of developing the 
modern subway system (see also Parlama and Stampolidis 2000). 
 
133 Orton, Tyers, and Vince 1993, p. 175. 
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All rims, handles, bases, and sherds were counted and assigned to the most 
specific type or class possible.  Because bases tend to provide the clearest impression of 
the number of pots present in these wells, all complete pots were counted as one base.  If 
only the upper body of a vessel was present, it was counted as one rim.  For the sake of 
overall quantification, handles were only counted as handles if not connected to either a 
rim or a base.  If, for example, the neck of a vessel preserved both the rim and the 
majority of a handle, it was counted as one rim, but a note was made that the handle was 
present in the case that this data needed to be considered otherwise.  If a layer contained 
several body sherds that could all be clearly associated with a single base, all sherds were 
counted as one base in attempt to minimize as much distortion of the data as possible.  If 
there was any doubt as to whether a group of sherds belonged together, they were 
counted separately.  
 Another potential problem with using weights as a method of quantification is that 
the pottery can be very porous, retaining a significant amount of water for a long period 
of time after its post-excavation washing.134 This should not be a serious issue for the 
well pottery, since it was not weighed during the excavation season – weights were first 
measured in 2013, one to two years after the pottery had been sitting in storage. 
Results 
Overall Proportions 
 Proportions were calculated based on the raw counts of RBH and RBHS in Table 
3.1. Figure 3.1 demonstrates the distortion that can occur when comparing these 
                                                            
134 Slane 2003, p. 324. In the East of Theater deposits from Corinth, Slane found a 10-15 percent difference 
in weight between the time that the pottery was weighed in the field and when it was weighed again two 
years later.  Even though the sherds were seemingly dry after lying the sun for several days, they continued 
to dry out further in storage. 
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proportions. Amphoras and jugs stand out clearly as the most frequent shapes present in 
either case, but when counting only RBH, jugs come out ahead by far. This results in part 
from the exclusion of most unidentifiable “Misc. coarse” sherds when one does not 
consider every single body sherd present. When counting RBHS, they account for over 
30% of the pottery from both wells, a very exaggerated proportion. This category consists 
primarily of very small fragments, usually less than two or three centimeters in length, 
and in terms of actual volume, they make up a very small portion of the pottery present. 
When only RBH are considered, they account for less than 5% of the pottery from both 
wells, which is a more accurate representation for that class of pottery. Cooking pots also 
make up a significant, though much smaller, proportion. Fine-ware rims, plain-ware 
shapes other than jugs, residual pre-Roman fragments, and other ceramic objects such as 
cut stoppers and lamps account for less than 5% of the assemblage. 
 
 
$$
Well!L!2:2! Well!M!2:1!
RBH! RBHS! RBH! RBHS!
Amphoras$ 227$ 2409$ 188$ 2620$
Cooking$ 28$ 494$ 78$ 621$
Fine$ 70$ 119$ 85$ 47$
Jugs$ 701$ 2386$ 288$ 866$
Lead$gl.$ 0$ 0$ 0$ 4$
Misc.$coarse$ 10$ 2190$ 64$ 2234$
Other$ 7$ 70$ 5$ 97$
Plain$ 5$ 7$ 1$ 1$
Pre;Roman$ 19$ 119$ 6$ 94$
Total! 1067$ 7794$ 715$ 6584$
 
Table 3.1 
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Figure 3.1 
 
 
Figures 3.2 and 3.3 show the proportions of pottery within each separate well.  By 
RBH, it is clear that jugs dominate the assemblages in both wells. For Well L 2:2, jugs 
comprise 67.31% of RBH. By RBHS, this proportion is reduced to 30.86% only by the 
inclusion of Miscellaneous Coarse Wares, which make up 28.32% of the assemblage 
when body sherds are included. The proportion of amphoras is significantly lower than 
that for jugs by RBH at 21.83%. By RBHS, however, their proportion rises to which rises 
31.16%, making the proportions of jugs and amphoras nearly equal. 
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Figure 3.2 
 
Figure 3.3 
 
Pre-Roman
Plain
Other
Misc. coarse
Lead gl.
Jugs
Fine
Cooking
Amphoras
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80
Well L 2:2
Proportions by Class
% RBH
% RBHS
Pre-Roman
Plainware
Other
Misc. coarse
Lead gl.
Jugs
Fineware
Cooking
Amphoras
0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50
Well M 2:1
Proportions by Class
% RBH
% RBHS
 
 
66 
In Well M 2:1, the relationship between jugs and amphoras is very different.  For 
RBH, amphoras are still less numerous that jugs but only by 15%.  By RBHS, however, 
the proportion of amphoras is greater by 27%. The numbers for RBHS differ once again 
because of the inclusion of Miscellaneous Coarse Wares, which comprise an even larger 
portion of the assemblage than they do in Well L 2:2.  It is significant, though, that 
amphoras make up a larger proportion of the assemblage in Well M 2:1 than they do by 
either RBH or RBHS in Well L 2:2. This may be due to differences in how the individual 
wells functioned. 
Vessel Equivalents 
These differences between the wells are confirmed and clarified by calculating 
vessel equivalents based on standardized weights. While it is not possible to calculate 
vessel equivalents for every type of vessel in the wells by weight, the most common 
amphoras and jugs are represented by enough complete (or nearly complete) specimens 
to make these calculations feasible. As Figures 3.4 and 3.5 demonstrate, the most 
frequent amphoras in both wells are LRA 1 and LRA 3; Attic gouged jugs are the most 
frequent small vessel to appear in each well. Although other amphoras and jugs are 
represented, their remains are so few and so incomplete that a calculation of vessel 
equivalents based only on the data recovered would not be very informative. LRA 1, 
LRA 3, and Attic gouged jugs, however, provide a large enough sample of the 
assemblages in order to assess differences between classes on the basis of vessel 
equivalents calculated by standardized weight.  
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The proportions of other (imported) jugs and amphoras in the wells are so low that it is 
clear their inclusion would not significantly alter any interpretation of well function that 
can be gleaned from examining only the most common types. 
The calculation of vessel equivalents by weight is fairly simple, assuming that a 
notional weight for a complete specimen of each type of pottery can be determined. The 
total weight of all sherds for the type of pottery in question is then divided by its 
individual average weight in order to determine an estimated vessel equivalency. With so 
many complete vessels in the wells, this process is fairly straightforward since there is 
little guesswork in determining the individual average for each type. Not all types are 
equal in their degree of standardization or preservation, however, so these numbers must 
still be viewed as mere estimates with a substantial margin of error. LRA 1 is known to 
be highly standardized in terms of capacity,135 but even so, the weights for seven 
complete vessels can vary by almost one kilogram (Table 3.2). Their average weight is 
4.430 kg. 
Examples of LRA 3 tended not to be as well preserved in the wells, as they are 
thin-walled and break easily at their narrow necks. Only five examples from the wells 
were close to complete, and several are missing their rims or handles in addition to 
having fragments missing for filling holes. The heaviest specimen (105) weighs 2.996 
kg., roughly one kilogram and fifty percent more than the lightest (19, 1.965 kg.). They 
do not differ drastically in either their dimensions or their state of preservation, 
suggesting that there may be significant variation in the thickness of the wall for these 
amphoras. The numbers for this type are therefore not as reliable, but they are still close 
estimates for individual weights. Their average weight is 2.326 kg. 
                                                            
135 Van Alfen 1996. 
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 Many complete examples of Attic gouged jugs were available from both wells. 
The large number of specimens for this type is especially useful, since gouged jugs 
display a wide range of variation in size and weight. The smallest jug used to calculate an 
average weighs 0.333 kg., and the largest weighs 0.725 kg. All examples of gouged jugs 
are complete except for some minor wear around the rim or base. Their average weight is 
0.522 kg. 
Table 3.3 displays the results of these calculations along with a count of bases for 
comparison. By weight, Attic gouged jugs outnumber either category of amphora by far 
in Well L 2:2, with an estimated 101.72 vessels. Numbers of LRA 1 and LRA 3 are 
roughly equal at nearly 20 vessels each. This relationship is consistent with the 
proportions RBH for jugs and amphoras from that well. Counts of bases are all much 
higher than vessel equivalents calculated by weight, but the important point to remember 
is that the relationships between classes and between deposits are more or less the same 
regardless of how the pottery is counted. Jugs are more numerous than amphoras in Well 
L 2:2, and there are more jugs in Well L 2:2 than in Well M 2:1. Well M 2:1 contained 
twice as many examples of LRA 1, but LRA 3 is much more common in Well L 2:1.  
It is also important to note the reason that the number of LRA 3 more than 
doubles by a count of bases. First, the narrow, solid toe of the amphora is easily 
identifiable and preserves well. Second, because this thin-walled amphora frequently 
broke at the shoulder or above, the upper body was often pulled back to the surface and 
discarded elsewhere. The total weight of the sherds for LRA 3 would therefore be lower 
it should be for the total number represented by the bases that actually fell into the well, 
resulting in a small vessel equivalent when calculating by standardized weight. 
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The numbers for Well M 2:1 confirm the results above as well, but they also help 
to clarify differences between the two wells. Proportions of amphoras by either RBH or 
RBHS are not drastically different from one well to the other, although the proportions 
are slightly higher for amphoras in Well M 2:1. The vessel equivalents, however, provide 
further information. First, jugs are fewer in Well M 2:1, with about 68 vessels by weight 
in comparison to the hundred in Well L 2:2. Also, LRA 1 is the most common amphora 
by far, at 37 vessels. LRA 3 is poorly represented in this well, with only about 7 vessels 
present. This situation is different from Well L 2:2, where the two types of amphoras 
were present in nearly equal number, with fewer examples of LRA 1 and more examples 
of LRA 3. This difference may be related to variation in well function over time or to 
variation in the availability of these amphoras and the contents over time. 
Proportions Over Time 
All of the charts presented above have considered each well as one large 
assemblage and have not taken into account how the proportions of pottery in the wells 
might have changed over time. Figures 3.6 – 3.9 therefore present the proportions of jugs 
and amphoras in the wells by lot in order to examine diachronic change within each 
individual well. Percentages have been calculated by lot (a smaller unit) rather than by 
layer in order to avoid distortion by combining a large quantity of material into a single 
percentage.136 This provides a more precise representation of change over time.  
 
 
 
 
                                                            
136 All lot numbers refer to Section BH. 
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Table 3.2 
Objects used to calculate average weights. 
 
  
Cat.!No.! Agora!No.! Deposit! Lot! Classification! Weight!(kg)!
17! P$37031$ M$2:1$ 731$ LRA$1$ 4.081$
18! P$37033$ M$2:1$ 731$ LRA$1$ 4.430$
37! P$37029$ M$2:1$ 730$ LRA$1$ 4.378$
38! P$37041$ M$2:1$ 730$ LRA$1$ 4.572$
47! P$37022$ M$2:1$ 729$ LRA$1$ 4.506$
49! P$37110$ M$2:1$ 729$ LRA$1$ 4.060$
76! P$36768$ L$2:2$ 718$ LRA$1$ 4.983$
$ $ $ $ Average:! 4.430!
19! P$37107$ M$2:1$ 731$ LRA$3$ 1.965$
50! P$37039$ M$2:1$ 729$ LRA$3$ 2.584$
77! P$36729$ L$2:2$ 718$ LRA$3$ 2.054$
94! P$36739$ L$2:2$ 717$ LRA$3$ 2.031$
105! P$36727$ L$2:2$ 715$ LRA$3$ 2.996$
$ $ $ $ Average:!! 2.326!
32! P$37071$ M$2:1$ 731$ Jug:$Gouged$ 0.478$
33! P$37075$ M$2:1$ 731$ Jug:$Gouged$ 0.535$
34! P$37074$ M$2:1$ 731$ Jug:$Gouged$ 0.606$
35! P$37073$ M$2:1$ 731$ Jug:$Gouged$ 0.333$
36! P$37076$ M$2:1$ 731$ Jug:$Gouged$ 0.369$
42! P$37069$ M$2:1$ 730$ Jug:$Gouged$ 0.558$
53! P$37066$ M$2:1$ 729$ Jug:$Gouged$ 0.434$
54! P$37068$ M$2:1$ 729$ Jug:$Gouged$ 0.599$
66! P$37062$ M$2:1$ 728$ Jug:$Gouged$ 0.579$
67! P$37063$ M$2:1$ 728$ Jug:$Gouged$ 0.499$
68! P$37058$ M$2:1$ 728$ Jug:$Gouged$ 0.530$
83! P$36748$ L$2:2$ 718$ Jug:$Gouged$ 0.516$
84! P$36750$ L$2:2$ 718$ Jug:$Gouged$ 0.475$
85! P$36753$ L$2:2$ 718$ Jug:$Gouged$ 0.401$
119! P$36732$ L$2:2$ 715$ Jug:$Gouged$ 0.569$
121! P$36735$ L$2:2$ 715$ Jug:$Gouged$ 0.725$
122! P$36736$ L$2:2$ 715$ Jug:$Gouged$ 0.583$
123! P$36752$ L$2:2$ 715$ Jug:$Gouged$ 0.369$
124!
125!
P$36755$
P$36762$
L$2:2$
L$2:2$
715$
715$
Jug:$Gouged$
Jug:$Gouged$
0.714$
0.577$
$ $ $ $ Average:!! 0.522!
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Table 3.3 
Vessel equivalents (v.e.) and counts of bases 
 for common jugs and amphoras in Well L 2:2 and Well M 2:1. 
 
Because the pottery in the wells accumulated gradually over the course of a 
century, the dates assigned to layers are very approximate, and calculating proportions by 
each quarter of the 5th century, for example, may not be accurate. The lots should be 
viewed as units that reflect the passage of time, but they should not be strictly equated 
between wells in terms of chronology. From the ceramic evidence, it seems that Lot 718 
in Well L 2:2 and Lot 731 in Well M 2:1 are roughly contemporary, in the first half of the 
5th century. Lots 715 and 726 date to the early 6th century, but Well M 2:1 seems to be 
going out of use by that point, and it is not clear how the two lots relate to each other in 
terms of relative chronology. 
The results for amphoras from Well L 2:2 are presented in Figure 3.6. Percentages 
of amphoras peak in Lot 718 and then decline sharply in Lots 717 and 716. The slight rise 
in Lot 715 may be due to the fact that this lot contained more pottery overall, suggesting 
WELL!L!2:2! $$ $$ $$ $$
Type! Total!Weight!(kg)! Average!Weight!(kg)! v.e.! Bases!
LRA$1$ 76.943$ 4.430$ 17.37$ 25$
LRA$3$ 45.058$ 2.326$ 19.37$ 51$
Gouged$ 53.100$ 0.522$ 101.72$ 123$
WELL!M!2:1! $$ $$ $$ $$
Type! Total!Weight!(kg)! Average!Weight!(kg)! v.e.! Bases!
LRA$1$ 163.986$ 4.430$ 37.02$ 51$
LRA$3$ 15.656$ 2.326$ 6.73$ 14$
Gouged$ 35.503$ 0.522$ 68.01$ 98$
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an increase in intensity of use.137 Lots 719 and 714 contained very little pottery (most 
very fragmentary) in comparison to the other lots from the well, so the proportions 
reported for those contexts do not reflect the same level of activity.138 Proportions of jugs 
in Well L 2:2 show the opposite trend (Fig. 3.7). Their proportion is relatively high in Lot 
718, but it rises sharply in Lot 717, remaining much higher than the proportions of 
amphoras in Lots 716-714, although tapering off slightly. 
The situation is very different in Well M 2:1 (Figs. 3.8 and 3.9). Proportions of 
amphoras remain high through most of the well, declining only Lots 727 and 726 which, 
like Lots 719 and 714 in Well L 2:2, contained much less pottery than the lots below.139 
Although proportions of jugs and amphoras do not differ drastically in terms of RBH, 
with jugs having a slightly higher proportion, their proportions of RBHS are very 
disparate. While this may be slightly skewed due to issues of brokenness or completeness 
between the two classes, it is important to note that for either calculation, proportions of 
amphoras are consistently higher than they are in Well L 2:2, and proportions of jugs are 
consistently lower. The spike in the proportion of jugs for Lot 727 is likely artificial, 
since that lot contains a very small quantity of pottery. 
                                                            
137 Absolute proportions seem to confirm this. Lot 716 contained 30.422 kg. of pottery and 911 RBHS, 
whereas Lot 715 contained 67.286 kg. of pottery and 1115 RBHS. While it might be tempting to attribute 
the increased weight for Lot 715 simply to the increased proportion of amphoras, there is also a sharp 
increase in the absolute numbers of jugs (many complete) that contribute to the overall weight but that do 
not increase the sherd count significantly. By a count of bases, 25 gouged jugs and 5 examples of LRA 3 
are represented in Lot 716, with 58 gouged jugs and 13 examples of LRA 3 in Lot 715. LRA 1 does not 
figure significantly in these lots (no bases were preserved in either one), but 0.910 kg. of LRA 1 were 
present in Lot 716 and 5.095 kg. in Lot 715. 
 
138 Lot 719 contained a total of 1367 sherds (RBHS) with a weight of 8.230 kg. (all very small sherds). Lot 
714 contained only 311 sherds with a weight of 5.210 kg. While these numbers may still seem high in 
terms of being statistically significant for quantification, they are very low in comparison to the quantities 
of pottery from the rest of the well. 
 
139 Lot 727 contained only 85 sherds weighing 2.882 kg. Lot 726 contained a total of 207 sherds (RBHS) 
weighing 10.687 kg (including three nearly complete pots). 
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Figure 3.6 
 
Figure 3.7 
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Figure 3.8 
 
Figure 3.9 
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Discussion 
 These methods of quantification demonstrate that while jugs are common in both 
wells, they fell more frequently in Well L 2:2. Amphoras are more common throughout 
Well M 2:1, but in Well L 2:2, they are most frequent in the earliest large deposit of 
pottery. In the later levels of Well L 2:2, jugs are consistently more frequent than 
amphoras. Calculations of vessel equivalents based on standardized weights for specific 
types of jugs and amphoras support these conclusions, as do counts of bases. A count of 
bases, however, may provide a more accurate indication of the quantity of vessels that 
fell into the wells, since the nature of their deposition led to the lower halves of vessels 
falling most frequently. These numbers also demonstrate that gouged jugs are much 
higher in absolute proportions in Well L 2:2 than in Well M 2:1 and that smaller 
amphoras (LRA 3) are more common in this well. In contrast, LRA 1 appears to have 
been the preferred amphora to be lowered into Well M 2:1. 
 Varying proportions in different classes of pottery may be due to changes in the 
function of the wells over time. At the time of excavation, it was initially thought that 
because of the large quantity of pottery in the wells and because the pots date generally to 
a period of history in which Athens is thought to have been struck by a series of barbarian 
invasions, a large portion of the pots might have been dumped as the result of destruction 
or abandonment of this area in Late Antiquity. Upon closer examination, however, it is 
clear that this cannot be the case. In destruction debris, one would expect to find a wide 
variety of complete or broken pottery that was cleaned up and thrown into the well, in 
which case one would have many vessels not used for drawing water represented or 
joining fragments spread between widely disparate levels of the well, indicating that the 
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well was filled up in a single event.140 That is not the picture seen in these wells. The 
pottery in all layers of both wells is more characteristic of use deposits. A large number 
of complete vessels were recovered from the wells, but this is also typical for pots that 
accidentally fell into a well, hit the water, and then sank to the bottom. Furthermore, 
mainly jugs and amphoras are present – fine wares and cooking pots are rare. Although 
many of the catalogued pots have their handles intact, many of them are broken only at 
the handle or neck, suggesting that they were lowered into the well, the handle broke off, 
and the rest of the pot fell to the bottom.   
 The other sign of a use deposit that appears frequently on the pots from both wells 
are punched holes in the vessel walls, either in the base or at the shoulder. The holes are 
most frequent on larger amphoras (LRA 1: 58, Pl. 13, 74; LRA 3: 50, 94, Pl. 15), but they 
are also found on smaller jugs (62, Pl. 13).141 These may have served two different 
purposes. One obvious benefit that the holes would have for a vessel being used to draw 
water from a well is that it would facilitate the inflow of water into the pot, especially if 
that pot has a very narrow neck, such as LRA 3. Whether it was punched in the top or the 
bottom, it would have the same effect. If a small hole was punched in the bottom of a 
large amphora, it would still be effective for drawing water, because the liquid would 
seep out very slowly once it was drawn from the well, or that small hole could have been 
plugged easily. The second reason that holes might have been punched in large 
amphoras, again, especially those with very narrow openings, is that it would facilitate 
the flow of liquid out of the vessel. These characteristics are present in all layers of Well 
                                                            
140 See Lynch 2011, pp. 49-73, for the quantification of Persian destruction debris that was deliberately 
dumped into a household well in the agora. There, drinking vessels and other household wares make up a 
much larger portion of the assemblage. 
 
141 This practice is documented primarily in Athens (Peña 2007, pp. 136-137). 
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L 2:2 and Well M 2:1, giving an impression of continuous use deposits, rather than 
isolated incidents of intentional dumping. 
The problem with L 2:2 at the later 5th and early 6th century layers, is that unlike 
the lower levels of this well, and unlike any level of Well M 2:1, it contained that high 
quantity of animal bone (see forthcoming appendix). While it is expected that random 
bits of bone or debris might fall into a well during a period of use, the amount of bone 
present in this layer seems likely to have made the well a non-viable water source.  
Again, while this might make this portion of the deposit appear to be destruction debris, 
the pottery still has all of the characteristics of a use deposit – primarily jugs and 
amphoras with many missing handles. 
One possibility is that Well L 2:2 began to be used for refrigeration, while Well M 
2:1 continued to be used as a water source. If any food or liquid is suspended in a well 
just above the water level, it will stay quite cold due to the cold underground 
temperature.142 Whether a jug breaks while drawing water, or whether it breaks while 
hanging in the well, however, the remains of the pot in the well will look the same.  What 
might change is the rest of the assemblage. As the proportions of jugs and amphoras over 
time demonstrate (Figs. 3.8 and 3.9), Well M 2:1 had high quantities of amphoras for a 
longer period of time – which were probably more efficient for drawing water – and 
hardly any animal bones. In the upper levels of Well L 2:2, however, smaller jugs are 
most frequent, deposited along with a large quantity of rubbish. If those jugs were not 
drawing water, however, the quality of the water in the well would not matter. 
                                                            
142 This practice was common into the twentieth century as an alternative to an icebox.  An American 
handbook of farm devices written in 1910 bills this type of refrigeration as an especially useful alternative 
to an icebox on farms during the summer months when ice is not readily available (Cobleigh 1910, In and 
Around the House (part II), the “Iceless Butter and Milk Cooler”). More elaborate contraptions were 
created for this purpose as well by the 1930s, with multi-shelved metal cabinets on a pulley system with 
counterweights (Cooley 1932). 
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It must be emphasized that the overall composition of both assemblages is very 
usual in that the two wells contain large quantities of only three main types:  LRA 1, LRA 
3, and Attic gouged jugs. Although it was ostensibly a common practice in late Roman 
Athens to draw water from wells using jugs or amphoras, other well deposits feature a 
wider variety of amphoras, without any single type dominating the assemblages.143 The 
prominence of LRA 1 and LRA 3 in these wells must be due to the fact that these wells 
were located in a commercial context, whereas other late Roman wells on the south side 
of the Agora were located on domestic contexts. 
Quantification of the well pottery therefore illuminates possible ways in which 
Well L 2:2 may have continued to function, which were not immediately apparent from a 
casual assessment of the deposit. Even if one of the wells was not being used as a water 
source, it remained a part of an active commercial environment in the Painted Stoa 
throughout the 5th century A.D. This refutes the notion that barbarian invasions caused a 
decline in activity in Classical Agora, either in A.D. 396 or in 467. When the chronology 
of the pottery is examined in detail, a narrative of decline also cannot be supported. This 
issue will be taken up in the following chapter. 
 
  
                                                            
143 Cf. Robinson’s Group L and Group M in Agora V. Although we not able to study complete deposits that 
were excavated in the first half of the twentieth century, notes and other records from those wells do not 
suggest that deposits similar in composition to Wells L 2:2 and M 2:1 were found. 
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Chapter 4:  The Pottery in Context 
 
 The previous chapter presented trends that can be gleaned from these deposits by 
examining the proportions of pottery present in the wells by class, suggesting how the 
data may be related to the changing function of the wells over time. Both wells were used 
continuously throughout the 5th century; however, while Well M 2:1 served as a water 
source, the pottery from Well L 2:2 suggests that the well ceased to serve as source of 
water in the second half of the century and perhaps provided a means of refrigeration 
instead. 
Keeping those trends in mind, it is also important to consider the individual 
vessels in the wells and how they relate not only to the rest of the assemblage but also to 
late Roman pottery in the Mediterranean more broadly. This chapter discusses vessel 
morphology and chronology in more detail with comparisons to pottery from other 
deposits in the Agora and to pottery from deposits at other sites. Well stratigraphy is then 
examined in detail with a view to ceramic chronology. When the chronology for the 
classes of pottery found in the wells is examined more closely, it is clear that a minor 
adjustment is necessary for several deposits of the late 4th or early 5th century at the 
Athenian Agora. When this adjustment is made, the traditional historical narrative of 
barbarian destruction in Athens must be called into question. 
Technology of Late Roman Jugs 
Attic potters produced many variations on the shape of the jug during the late 
Roman period, and it is useful to outline the techniques used to create these forms. The 
jugs that fell into Well L 2:2 and Well M 2:1 appear to have been replacements 
(intentionally or not) for the basket-handled water jars that proliferated in Athens during 
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the 1st through 3rd centuries in terms of their secondary function as vessels for drawing 
water from a well.144 Their form, however, relates to their primary function as serving 
vessels – ovoid bodies on a low base with a narrow neck and a single strap handle 
opposite a spout. This shape would have made drawing water awkward, depending on 
how the rope would have been attached to the vessel. When attached to the neck or 
handle, the pot would hang at an angle, and the neck or handle would easily break off. 
Based on the ceramic evidence from the wells, this happened frequently. It is also 
possible that a rope could have been tied around the base before being wrapped up and 
around the neck or handle, offering more stability. Based on one example from Well L 
2:2, people might have experimented with piercing the ceramic fabric of a jug in order to 
thread a rope through the vessel. 100 (Pl. 15) features two holes at the base of its neck, 
opposite each other, that might have served this purpose. 
Most often, late Roman Attic jugs featured a ring foot, defined by Robinson as “a 
foot which is clearly set off from the wall on the exterior and from the base on the 
interior.”145 This type of foot was most likely formed by turning the vessel upside down 
when it was still in a leather-hard state and then trimming clay away from the interior and 
exterior of the base. Less frequently, the base of a jug may have only what is referred to 
here as a “recessed underside” – when the foot is set off from the base on the interior but 
has the appearance of a smooth, uninterrupted wall on the exterior (68, Fig. 7).146 This 
                                                            
144 For basket-handled water jars, see Agora V, G 106, p. 33, pl. 6 (first half of the 1st century A.D.); M 88-
89, p. 92, pl. 22 (second half of the 2nd century); M 160, p. 99, pl. 24 (mid-3rd century A.D.). According to 
Hayes, the basket-handled water jar can be seen as a simplification of the Hellenistic metalware situla that 
developed first in Asia Minor (Hayes 2010, p. 26). 
 
145 Agora V, p. 6. 
 
146 Robinson prefers the term “false ring foot” to refer to this feature (Agora V, p. 6).  
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type of base is also seen on imported jugs (e.g. 41, Fig. 5). After the foot of the jug had 
been trimmed, the pot would have been turned upright again in order to pinch the rim to 
form a spout and to attach a single strap handle at the neck and shoulder.147 
Late Roman jugs, amphoras, and cooking pots frequently feature ridging on the 
exterior that vary widely in appearance, depending on the implement used to create the 
ridges. In the course of throwing the pot, the potter would have run some type of tool, or 
perhaps just a finger up and down the body of the vessel, creating a series of ridges over 
the surface. On Attic gouged jugs, the ridging is typically shallow and rounded (Pl. 5), 
but on other imported jugs, the ridging may be deeper (25, Pl. 6, from the Argolid) or so 
shallow and flat as to be barely visible (41, Pl. 6, from Boeotia). These ridges could then 
be smoothed, at least in part, usually on the lower body, above the base, which would be 
smoothed in the process of trimming the foot.148 This feature is seen on most Attic and 
imported jugs (e.g. 83, 85, 25, 41, Pls. 4-6).  
In addition to ridging, many jugs feature decoration added with a sharper 
implement. Many Attic jugs of 5th century and later feature vertical or oblique gouged 
lines that were incised over wheel-ridging, sometimes executed with a eye to patterned 
decoration (34, Fig. 4), others added more freely (35, Fig. 4). Some of the jugs from the 
well that may come from Boeotia have distinctive bands of decorative spiral grooving, 
most often added at the shoulder and on the neck just below the rim (e.g. 24, 41, Figs. 3 
and 5). 
The majority of Attic jugs were coated in a thin slip that was fired to a wide range 
of colors from bright red to brown to black. It is perhaps not the case that the potters 
                                                            
147 For an illustration of this process see Hayes 2010, p. 28, fig. 1.  
 
148 Agora V, p. 6. 
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lacked the skill to fire the pots to a consistent color so much as that the color of the gloss 
did not matter to the consumer. The gloss was applied to the jugs by turning the vessels 
upside down and dipping them into a thin slip, down to about the lower third or quarter of 
the vessel body, leaving the base reserved. This would have left the majority of the 
interior unglazed as well. Dripped gloss from when the vessel was turned upright again, 
on both the interior and exterior, is common. Whether this partial gloss had a functional 
purpose or not is unclear. On the one hand, it may have been the result of a practicality in 
its application – the base, where the jug would have been held while dipping was not 
coated. On the other hand, an unglazed base on ceramic vessels such as these might allow 
for a small amount of evaporation through the porous fabric, having a cooling effect on 
the contents within.149 
Given the wide range of late Roman jugs, these techniques may have varied 
greatly between regions and between workshops. By the middle of the 5th century, the 
basic features of Attic jugs became much more standard, even if jug profiles still 
exhibited a wide range of variation. Judging from the contents of Well L 2:2 and Well M 
2:1 alone, Attic potters were very active during the 5th century, and this level of 
production may have led to a simplification of forms for the sake of increasing output. 
Gouged Jugs   
The most frequent vessels in the wells were Attic gouged jugs with at least 209 
deposited in the two wells by a count of bases, from the beginning of the 5th into the 6th 
century. The gouged lines that adorn these vessels are not unique to Attic products and 
                                                            
149 John Camp, pers. comm.  
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were probably inspired by similar decoration on imported pottery or metalware.150 John 
Hayes has identified several fragmentary examples of imported fine-ware jugs with 
gouged decoration at the agora, possibly from the northeast Aegean and Boeotia.151 One 
other variety of jug – Agora M 299 – was also decorated with oblique gouged lines and 
may have been a precursor of the later Attic versions.152 This jug has been identified as 
Attic at Corinth, and indeed, its fabric is very similar to Attic products.153 The fabric is a 
lighter red (2.5YR 5, 6/8), however, whereas most Attic jugs are light reddish brown or 
reddish yellow (5YR 6/4 or 5YR 6/6, cf. 32-36; 103-104). Admittedly, variation in fabric 
color may only reflect a difference in methods of production, but the relative infrequency 
of this shape in Athens should call its origin into question.154 Also, aside from the gouged 
lines, which are often limited to the shoulder, these jugs share few formal characteristics 
with Attic jugs – their bodies are less elongated, they have taller, flaring necks, and they 
have longer handles. Hayes also includes these among Attic gouged jugs, referring to 
them as a parallel non-slipped series to the other Attic slipped gouged jugs of the late-4th 
to mid-5th centuries, 155 but to describe their chronology as “parallel” is not quite accurate. 
Their production began sooner than that of Attic gouged jugs, appearing in mid-4th 
                                                            
150 Agora XXXII, p. 93. 
 
151 Agora XXXII, nos. 1470-1473, pp. 93 and 254, pl.72. 
 
152 For examples, see Agora V, L 43, L44, p. 78, pl. 17; M 297-299, pp. 111-112, pl. 30. 
 
153 Slane identifies some fragmentary examples of M 299 from the Sanctuary of Demeter and Kore as Attic, 
supporting the identification by comparing the fabric of these jugs to sub-set of Attic lamps with a similar 
fabric (Corinth XVIII.2, no. 213, p. 102, pl. 13; discussion of fabric, p. 99).  
 
154 Jugs that are recognized as imports, such as those from Boeotia and the Argolid, appear much more 
frequently in late Roman deposits at the agora. 
 
155 Agora XXXII, p. 93, n. 39. 
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century deposits at the Athenian agora that lack Attic versions.156 Their production was 
brief, however, and the jugs cease to appear in agora deposits by c. A.D. 425-450. The 
only similarity M 299 has with later Attic jugs of the 5th century, therefore, is gouged 
decoration. Because of differences in fabric, shape, and chronology, these jugs may be 
another imported shape that influenced the local ceramic industry and that was replaced 
once local production of a similar product became more prolific. Only one version of M 
299 was found in the wells of the Painted Stoa, in the earliest 5th century level of Well M 
2:1 (9, Layer III, Pls. 6, 10), but an example was also excavated from the early 5th century 
lots of Deposit I-J 2-3:1 (150, Pl. 18). 
Because many different series of gouged jugs were produced in the 4th century, 
one must use care when identifying and dating the versions that are specifically Attic.157 
Although Hayes deals strictly with imported products in Agora XXXII, his language can 
at times be misleadingly vague. For example, he describes one well deposit as “POU to c. 
360-370, with gouged jugs,”158 but the only gouged jugs in this layer are imported or very 
early variants that are distinct from the later Attic series.159 This can lead to confusion 
when determining the chronology for what are most commonly recognized as “Attic 
                                                            
156 See P 10497, Deposit E 15:5 (Roman well), Basket 12 – early versions of Attic gouged jugs first appear 
in this well much higher in Basket 5. 
 
157 This is especially problematic when dealing with early excavation records at the agora, where, prior to 
more detailed study of Roman pottery, wells are commonly described as having “plentiful gouged jugs”, 
conflating several different types into one homogeneous group. For example: Agora Notebook Γ-XV-9, p. 
2721 –  “seems to be 4th - 5th century A.D. with plentiful gouged ware – Baskets 5-10.” The one Attic jug 
listed from the deposit is from Basket 5 (see note above) – a high and therefore late layer of the well. 
Imported variants are found much lower, in Basket 12. 
 
158 Deposit E 15:5, Agora XXXII, p. 297. The overall range that Hayes provides for the date the well is 
“4th-early 5th c.”, but he divides that range into different segments with two distinct periods of use below a 
dumped fill: “POU to c. 360-370, with gouged jugs. Good coin evidence to 355-363 (POU), to Arcadius 
(dump)”. 
 
159 See note 9, above. 
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gouged jugs” (i.e. 32-34).160 An argument is presented here that production of gouged 
jugs in Attica did not start until the beginning of the 5th century and that the chronology 
for these jugs must not be confused with other early imports or variations of gouged jugs 
in the 4th century. 
Given the frequency of the 5th century series of gouged jugs in Athens, there is 
little doubt that they have an Attic origin. Attic gouged jugs were generally not exported 
in quantity beyond the Greek mainland, but they did travel widely, at least in small 
numbers.161 Our knowledge of their export is limited to published vessels, however, 
which present a very restricted view.162 At least one example was found at Corinth with 
several hundred lamps of the late 4th or early 5th century,163 and two have been published 
from Kenchreai.164 The site with the most published examples that is not located on the 
                                                            
160 Whether it was Hayes’s intent or not, John Riley cites a personal communication from John Hayes as 
support for the beginning of Attic gouged jugs (when discussing the later 5th century series, not M 299) in 
the middle of the 4th century (Riley 1979, p. 393). 
 
161 Paul Reynolds provides a distribution map for Attic gouged jugs (Reynolds 1995, Fig. 171), but his map 
reflects only the distribution of published examples and does not present an accurate image of the actual 
distribution of gouged jugs during the 5th century.  For example, his map indicates less than 5 examples of 
gouged jugs in Athens, citing Agora V (although more than 5 examples are published in Agora V), while 
hundreds of gouged jugs are sitting in storage at the Athenian agora, and many more (not kept) were 
excavated. 
 
162 Published examples are also almost always complete vessels. This does not reflect evidence from 
fragmentary sherds that may have been found at numerous sites around the Mediterranean. 
 
163 Riley cites 12 gouged jugs from Corinth (Riley 1979, p. 393), but this may be a misunderstanding of an 
excavation report by Jim Wiseman who refers to “12 whole pots” found with the lamps (Wiseman 1969, p. 
78). The photograph that Wiseman provides along with this statement, however, (p. 24b) shows only one 
gouged jug with one example of thin-walled ware, suggesting that there were many different pots among 
those twelve (he does not specify that they were all gouged jugs). For a publication of the lamps associated 
with these gouged jugs, see Garnett 1975. Reynolds provides an overview of the distribution of gouged 
jugs in the Mediterranean based on published examples available at the time (Reynolds 1995, p. 102). 
 
164 Kenchreai IV, RC 71, p. 135, pl. 27 and RC 71b, p. 135, pl. 36. 
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Greek mainland is in North Africa at Berenice, with fewer than twenty examples.165 
Isolated examples have been found in the west, with one at Alicante166 and one at 
Classe/Ravenna.167 
  The profiles of Attic gouged jugs vary widely at any given point in time, but a 
general progression can be seen from spherical or bottom-heavy to taller and slenderer. 
The earliest gouged vessels (L 38) are short and very round with a narrow ring foot and a 
short, wide neck with rounded lip (14, 15; Fig. 2; Pls. 4, 10). The grooved strap handle, 
wheel-ridging, and oblique gouged lines, are similar to later spouted jugs in the series, 
and these should be viewed as a closely related form.168 Because the mouth is wide, 
round and has no spout, these pots may be classified more accurately as mugs; 
nonetheless, their capacity is similar to that of later Attic gouged jugs with spouts, which 
were presumably used as serving vessels.169 Whether these early gouged vessels would 
have been used for serving or for individual consumption is not clear, given their size, but 
two later gouged vessels, suggest that at least some of these pots were created with 
individual servings in mind. 69 and 70, which are much more similar to later gouged jugs 
in profile, also lack spouts, but their capacities are roughly half that of most Attic gouged 
jugs with spouts. 
                                                            
165 Riley 1979, nos. 1188 and 1189, p. 393, pl. 43, “Late Roman Jug 1”. Riley includes two complete 
examples in his catalogue but cites the occurrence of many fragmentary examples at Berenice (Riley 1979, 
p. 393). 
 
166 Reynolds 1995, p. 102, fig. 171. 
 
167 Fiumi and Prati 1983, fig. 6.14. 
 
168 Agora V, M 292-293, p. 111, pl. 30.   
 
169 See Appendix: Capacities, Table A1. 
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Like later gouged jugs, the early mugs (L 38) have been dipped in a thin slip, 
about one half to three-quarters of the way down the body, which in this early period, is 
almost always fired to a weak red (10R 5/4). This early type is present only in Layer III 
of Well M 2:1, and it may have analogies in the local red-slipped pottery that was very 
common during late 4th and early 5th centuries. A large red-slipped bowl with white 
painted decoration exhibits several of the same characteristics as these jugs (6, Fig. 2, Pl. 
10).170 Commonly known as a “keel-rimmed” bowl, due to its tall, flanged rim, the bowl 
was found in the same layer of Well M 2:1. The ring foot, very narrow in proportion to 
the width of the body, has been treated in a manner similar to that of the foot of the jug, 
with little articulation between the ring and the flaring wall of the vessel. The bowl has 
been dipped in a slip, just past the point of decoration on the exterior, covering about half 
of its height, and this slip has been fired to a similar shade of red. Similarities in the color 
and sheen of the slip may simply be a result of the firing conditions that were used, but 
the color does seem to be intentional – this shade of red is rarely seen in later Attic 
pottery, but it appears commonly on Attic pottery of the early 5th century (see also 12, Pl. 
10 –  a larger Attic jug from this period with the same weak red slip). 
If there is any kind of “standard” type for gouged jugs, it would be those with 
maximum diameter at the middle of the body, some approaching a bi-conical form – 
these are most frequent during the middle years of the 5th century (32, 67, 85; Pl. 4). The 
jugs may have an articulated ring foot that is set off from the body on the exterior or a 
recessed underside that appears solid from the exterior, but none have a completely flat 
                                                            
170 Many of the bowls have been dated to the 3rd and 4th centuries (e.g. Agora V, K 20-28, pp. 61-62, pls. 
12, 37), but they do continue into the 5th, possibly until the end of the century (see Hayes 2010, p. 25), if 
only in greatly reduced quantity. Although 6 is the most complete example from this well, a few small rim 
fragments to appear in later levels. See also Deposit I-J 2-3:1, below. 
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base.171 Most have a ring foot that is clearly defined from the body by a shallow groove 
(34, 35, Fig. 4). The vertical neck has become narrower and taller with a spout formed in 
the rounded lip, opposite the handle. Most jugs feature the same gouged decoration over 
wheel-ridging, some applied more hastily than others. Nearly all have been coated in a 
thin slip, down to or just past their maximum diameter, which can be fired to a wide 
range of color, from bright red to dark brown or black.  
Well L 2:2 contained a late development of these jugs, in which the body becomes 
very tall and elongated (121, 124, Pl. 4). The distinguishing characteristics of the jug 
remain the same: ring foot, vertical neck, rounded rim, grooved strap handle, gouged 
decoration; however, the proportions of the vessel change, and the decoration is often 
applied more hastily. Also, the pots become very bottom-heavy (124, Fig. 12), with the 
walls thickening drastically below the maximum diameter. Given the quantity of jugs that 
were still being produced, it seems that Attic potters were still plenty skilled. Rather, it 
may be that the potter simply did not take the time to thin the lower wall on the wheel – 
that a thicker wall was good enough.172 These pots probably date to the early 6th century 
but certainly not earlier than the late 5th century.173 
These three variants represent the most common manifestations of Attic gouged 
jugs through the 5th and early 6th centuries, which provide a general idea of how the shape 
progressed; however, a wide range of variation appears in any given period. While it is 
                                                            
171 Robinson prefers the term “false ring foot” for what is referred to here as a recessed underside – “a foot 
which is set off from the wall on the interior but which on the exterior forms the termination of the wall” 
(Agora V, p. 6). 
 
172 This is also very evident among the broken pottery in storage, where the thickness of the walls is very 
clear. 
 
173 A 6th century Attic gouged jug with similar profile was found as far as Benghazi (Riley 1979, no. 1189, 
p. 393, Pl. 43, “Late Roman Jug 1”). 
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clear that this shape was expected to have certain details of decoration and general 
appearance, there was apparently very little standardization in its production. For 
example, Well M 2:1 also contained a very small version of this jug (69-70, Fig. 7, Pl. 5).  
Aside from the variation in size, the only major difference between these pots and their 
larger counterparts is that they lack an articulated spout in the rim across from the handle.  
It may be that these smaller versions functioned as a type of mug and were used primarily 
for drinking rather than serving. 
Other variations simply seem to be the result of human error, or at least 
experimentation, in the process of production, given the lack of additional parallels. Some 
gouged jugs have distorted proportions, such as 33 (Fig. 4, Pl. 5), which has a very 
bottom heavy, globular body. Others were damaged before or during firing, such as 119 
(Pl. 5), which has a warped foot and handle, giving it a very lopsided appearance, and the 
fabric has been reduced to a dark gray. The surface of the pot is also very rough, unlike 
the smooth walls of the other jugs, as if it was over-fired in the kiln.  This did not affect 
the functionality of the pot, however, as it was apparently still used to draw water from 
the well.  One other example (83, Pl. 5) has all of the standard characteristics of an Attic 
gouged jug, but the potter neglected to add the gouged lines before firing. 
Other Attic Jugs 
 In addition to gouged jugs, there are five or six other varieties of Attic jugs that 
appear regularly in the wells but in much smaller quantity. Several forms began earlier 
than all of the gouged jugs, but their production ceased after a short period, possibly due 
to the popularity of gouged variety. These include Agora M 220 (12, Pl. 10), M 295/6 
(29, 30, Fig. 4), and M 291 (82, Fig. 9). These jugs are usually similar to later Attic jugs 
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in the profiles of their bases and bodies, but some of the more imaginative aspects of their 
profile and decoration were quickly discarded as forms became more standardized. The 
smaller jugs, M 295 and M 291, may have been precursors to gouged jugs. M 295 is 
similar in size to most gouged jugs, is wheel ridged down to about the lower third of the 
vessel body, and has been dipped in a thin slip down to the level of the ridging. Its ovoid 
profile curves to a very narrow neck, which then flares out again to a wider rim, with a 
short, vertical strap handle. M 296 is the same shape at a larger scale.  One possibility is 
that these jugs served the same function as gouged jug – presumably, serving wine – and 
that this awkward shape was deemed fussy and impractical once gouged jugs, with their 
wider, sturdier neck became more common. Another possibility is that these jugs were 
used to pour a different substance, such as oil, which might necessitate a narrower 
opening to control the flow; however, there is no similar shape that continues through the 
5th century, and it seems unlikely that a change in custom would occur that quickly. M 
220 is a larger early Attic jug, also with a tall neck, which widens from the base to the 
rim, and an ovoid body, which is wider at the shoulder than below the vessel median.174 
This top-heavy design on a large serving vessel cannot have been practical, and it was 
also replaced by a simplified, more balanced version (M 294, 31, Fig. 5). This jug is very 
similar in profile to gouged jugs at a larger scale, but it does not feature any wheel-
ridging or gouged decoration. The earlier forms (M 220, M 291, M 295/6) continue into 
the early 5th century A.D., but they taper off by the mid-century, when gouged jugs and 
M 294 appear almost exclusively among the Attic vessels of this class. 
                                                            
174 Similar Attic jugs were common from the 2nd – 4th century A.D., but their necks are generally narrower 
and their overall proportions less elongated than those of 12. Cf. Agora V, nos. 164-173, pp. 99-100, pl. 25. 
Also, certain features such as trefoil mouths and high swung handles have been abandoned by the early 5th 
century on M 220. 
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Imported Jugs 
 A small number of other imported jugs appear in the wells with relative 
frequency. They are quite distinct from the numerous Attic products in the wells and must 
be non-local, although their origins are not entirely clear. The first is a small jug similar 
in size to Attic gouged jugs but with a distinctive bright reddish-orange fabric with 
occasional white inclusions (41, Pl. 6; 62, Pl. 13). The base is typically flat, with a false 
ring foot faintly articulated on the exterior,175 although others have a ring foot similar to 
those of Attic gouged jugs. Profiles vary widely, but the jugs tend to have an ovoid body 
with a maximum diameter above the vessel median. The jugs are not slipped, and their 
decoration is minimal – usually one or two bands of fine grooves around the shoulder. 
Rims flare out from a narrow neck, similar to those of M 295, sometimes with additional 
grooves just below the lip.  These appear to have broken very easily, however, and they 
are rarely preserved intact with the body of the vessel. A single, vertical handle is usually 
grooved, attached at the neck below the rim and at the shoulder. Though there is little 
standardization in profiles of theses jugs, their consistent decoration and bright orange 
fabric distinguish them as a single group.   
 A second imported jug that appears frequently in both wells is a larger jug with an 
origin in the southern Argolid (25, Fig. 3).  These jugs have a wide, flat base and a 
straight wall that flares to a wide, rounded shoulder. The width of its short neck varies, 
either wide or narrow, and it has a distinct everted rim. Like most other jugs, a single 
strap handle is attached at the shoulder and at the neck, just below the rim. The most 
distinctive trait of these jugs is the sharp combing that covers the shoulder and upper 
                                                            
175 This is not always visible in photographs – the groove is often very shallow and does not always 
continue around the entire vessel. 
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body, sometimes extending over the neck. Although these pots appear quite frequently in 
late Roman deposits in Athens, it is only recently that their origin has been confirmed.176 
John Hayes originally suggested that they came from the site of Ermioni, based on his 
personal observations of pottery there.177 Due to similarities in fabric and decoration, he 
saw a possible connection to the production of Late Roman Amphora 2, which is also a 
product of the Argolid. The fabric for both jug and amphora is typically a shade of light 
brown, smooth and fine-grained, with occasional large white inclusions.  The bodies of 
the jugs are covered in narrow combing from shoulder to lower body, and the amphoras 
typically have a band of combing at the shoulder. Certain late examples appear to be 
hybrids of the two. Technically large jugs, these vessels have very large bodies with 
narrow bands of combing and narrow bases, which are more characteristic of the 
amphora; however, they have the wide neck with everted rim and the single handle of the 
jug (98, Fig. 11).178 Very recently, ceramic petrography has demonstrated the relationship 
between these jugs and LRA 2, confirming their Argolid origin. Preliminary petrographic 
                                                            
176 In addition to the pots published in Agora V, numerous examples of these jugs can be found in the 
exhibits of the Athenian metro stations, but even there, little commentary is made about the late Roman 
contexts of the pottery. An exhibition of the finds from the metro excavations (Parlama and Stampolidis 
2001) focuses heavily on the remains of the classical period and earlier, but there is brief mention of the 30 
wells that were encountered in the area to the southeast of the acropolis. See pp. 60-61 for a photo of the 
numerous pots from a collapsed Late Roman/Byzantine well that was encountered during these 
excavations. 
 
177 John Hayes, personal communication. See also Hayes 2008, p. 441, fig. 5; Hayes 2010, p. 23, fig. 2. 
 
178 See also Agora V, M 371. This example is from a context of the late 6th century – later than any of the 
well deposits here – but because so few examples of this shape have been recognized, it is difficult to 
determine exactly when it began. Because it resembles LRA 2 so closely, it is not likely to be recognized as 
a distinct shape in the archaeological record unless a substantial portion of the neck and shoulder are 
preserved intact, as in the case of 98. A date in the early 6th century for 98, however, is perfectly realistic, 
since both the smaller jugs and LRA 2 had been in production for at least a century by that point. 
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results from the kiln site at Kounoupi suggest the site as their place of origin, rather than 
Ermioni, as Hayes originally suggested.179 
 Though the jugs in the wells exhibit a great deal of variety in form, the quality of 
the vessels remains consistent throughout the 5th century. The ceramic industry of the 
Greek mainland remained regional in this period with major centers of production in 
Boeotia, the Argolid, Attica, and elsewhere, without one production becoming 
overwhelmingly dominant. Although Attic jugs are certainly the most frequent ones to 
appear in Athens, they do not dominate assemblages at other sites, and though imported 
jugs are fewer in these wells, they still account for a significant portion of the 
assemblage. 
Late Roman Amphora 1 
 The second most frequent vessel in the wells is Late Roman Amphora 1 (LRA 1), 
which was produced Cilicia and Cyprus.180 The amphora has a rounded bottom with a 
flat, button-like nipple. Its cylindrical body flares slightly to a wide, rounded shoulder. In 
6th century versions, the body narrows at the middle, with a noticeable “waist”, but this 
tendency is only very slight on a few examples from the wells. It features a narrow, 
cylindrical neck, sometimes with a few wide ridges, and the handles are very distinctive, 
generally round but with a large spine on the upper surface, created by folds in the 
                                                            
179 Hammond 2015, p. 200. For a detailed description of the fabric, see Hammond pp. 196-198 and no. 435, 
pl. 8.3. For discussion of plain wares in the southern Argolid fabric at Corinth, see Hammond 2015, pp. 
404-407. 
 
180 For this project, the Carthage system of classification will be used to refer to Late Roman Amphoras 1-3 
(Carthage UM I, p. 116).  Alternate classifications for this amphora include: Ballana 6, Benghazi Late 
Roman Amphora 1, British B2, Keay 53, Kuzmanov 13, Peacock & Williams 44, Scorpan 8B. For Cyprus 
and Cilicia as production centers, see Reynolds 2005, pp. 564-567. Syria was originally thought to be a 
production center for LRA 1 as well (see Peacock and Williams 1986, pp. 186-187), but the evidence for 
this still needs to be confirmed (Reynolds 2005, p. 566). 
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handle. The handles are typically attached at the shoulder and at the neck, just below the 
rim, bent at a ninety-degree angle. The amphoras are easily identifiable even in small 
sherds by a distinctive pattern of wheel-ridging – narrow at the shoulder, wider on the 
body, narrow again at the base – and by their coarse fabric which ranges from a light 
cream color to dark pink. Also, LRA 1 frequently has red dipinti on the shoulder, many of 
which are well preserved in these assemblages.181 
 Production of LRA 1 began around 400 A.D. and that continued until some time 
in the 7th century.182  Epigraphical evidence from a few of the amphoras themselves 
suggests oil as their contents, but numerous examples of LRA 1 have been found with a 
coating of resin on the interior, indicating that those specific vessels carried wine.183 
Fragments of LRA 1 with a resin lining were also excavated from Wells L 2:2 and M 2:1, 
seeming to confirm wine as the contents of the amphora. Given the quantity of LRA 1 in 
the two wells in conjunction with numerous jugs (which presumably had a primary 
purpose of serving wine), wine makes more sense as their primary contents. Nonetheless, 
                                                            
181 The red dipinti on LRA 1 are a complex topic that requires a separate study in itself; therefore, they will 
not be discussed in detail here; however, for a discussion of examples of dipinti  on LRA 1 from the 
Athenian agora in relation to capacities, see Agora XXI, nos. Ha 43, Ha 44, and Ha 52, p. 63. 
 
182 While LRA 1 is characteristic of the 5th century A.D. (precisely how early it began is unclear), there is 
disagreement as to whether any earlier amphoras could be viewed as predecessors of this form. Reynolds 
sees the 4th century versions of LRA 1 as a shape influenced by Pompeii 5, based on his study of amphoras 
from Beirut and Kition (Reynolds 2005, p. 565); however, based on his study of material from the Black 
Sea region, Opaiț argues that early versions LRA 1 were more directly influenced by Dressel 30/Galloise 
type 4 amphoras in the middle of the 3rd century A.D., as other variants that were more closely related to 
Pompeii 5 ceased to be made at that time (Opaiț 2010, p. 1015). Nick Rauh views Agora M 239 (Agora V, 
no. M 239, p. 106, pl. 28) as a mid-3rd century predecessor of LRA 1, based on certain similarities of form 
and a shared Cilician origin (Rauh, pers. comm.; for the Cilician origin of Agora M 239, see Rauh and 
Slane 2000, pp. 321-323; Rauh 2004, pp. 329-330). 
 
183 Pieri 2005, p. 83. Fragments of LRA 1 lined with resin were found frequently in Gaul, particularly in 5th 
century contexts. Pieri also points out that lining an oil amphora with resin for a secondary use would be 
problematic, since oil is a solvent for resin (Pieri 2005, p. 84). 
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the possibility that these amphoras carried oil cannot be ruled out.184 In that case, 
however, the activities taking place on the ground above these two wells must be viewed 
in a very different light – perhaps with a greater emphasis on cooking and eating than on 
drinking. 
Because LRA 1 was produced in large quantity and exported widely, there is no 
lack of specimens with which to evaluate its chronology and classification. Although the 
nomenclature of the Carthage classification system is utilized most widely, several 
attempts have been made at sub-dividing the typology of this amphora. Because Wells L 
2:2 and M 2:1 contained large quantities of well-preserved LRA 1 in nicely stratified 
contexts, the examples from these wells have great potential to contribute to these studies. 
 John Riley distinguished two different varieties of LRA 1 at Benghazi – LRA 1 
and LRA 1a. Riley’s LRA 1 has the wide, cylindrical body that is most commonly seen 
with this amphora, and there is still a substantial amount of variation within this broad 
category in terms of rim diameter and general profile. Riley’s LRA 1a refers only to a 
smaller, slenderer variety of the amphora that appears at some point in the 6th century 
with clear “waisting” at the middle.185 None of these were excavated from Wells L 2:2 
and M 2:1 – all examples excavated from these deposits can be classified as Riley’s LRA 
1, supporting the conclusion that the wells had gone out of use at some point in the 6th 
century A.D. 
                                                            
184 The region of Antioch was known for its oil export, not wine export, which makes a case for oil stronger 
(Riley 1979, p. 215); however, this requires the assumption that these amphoras were produced in Syria. 
 
185 Riley 1979, nos. 346-347, p. 216, fig. 91. This form becomes much more frequent in the 7th century. For 
7th century examples, see Bass and Van Doorninck, Jr. 1982, “Type 1 Amphoras”, nos. CA 1, 2, 4 and 5, 
pp. 155-157, figs. 8-1 and 8-3. 
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 Simon Keay also attempted to refine the typology of the series based on material 
from Spain (Keay LIII A-D).186 The main criteria he used for sub-division were the shape 
of the rim and the angle of the neck, but this led to the conflation of several different 
forms of varying chronology into a single type. For example, Keay’s Form LIII A 
includes examples of Egloff forms 164, 168, and 169, which date from the 4th to the 7th 
century.187 This problem most likely arose from the fact that Keay was dealing with very 
fragmentary examples that preserved only the neck and a portion of the handles.188 When 
the entire profile of the amphora is preserved, a wider range of variation in overall profile 
becomes apparent. 
 Dominique Pieri has revised the chronology for LRA 1 further, and while the 
general development of the form that he traces is plausible, the absolute dates that he 
assigns to each phase are not supported by the evidence from the wells.189 Pieri identifies 
an early development of this “classic” phase of LRA 1, which he names LRA 1A (not to 
be confused with Riley’s LRA 1a, which is completely different in terms of form and 
chronology). In his view, LRA 1A was produced from the second half of the  4th and into 
the early 6th century A.D. The body of the amphora in this phase is less evenly 
cylindrical, with a wide shoulder and pointed base. The handles, while still bent at an 
angle, bow out more widely from the body of the amphora. In addition to considering the 
profile of the vessel, Pieri identifies changes in the diameter of the rim that seem to 
                                                            
186 Keay 1984, pp. 273-277, figs. 116-120. 
 
187 Pieri 2005, p. 69. 
 
188 Among the 54 illustrated examples, there is only one amphora that is nearly complete; all others are 
neck/rim fragments. 
 
189 An early iteration of this chronology can be found in Bonifay and Pieri 1995; it is given more thorough 
treatment in Pieri 2005, pp. 69-85. 
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correspond with overall changes in profile of the body. The average rim diameter for 
LRA 1A is relatively narrow, at 5.0-7.5 cm.190 
Pieri then sees a short transitional form (LRA 1A transition), which he dates to 
the late 5th or early 6th century. In this form, the body of the amphora is very round and 
cylindrical with a rounded bottom, and the diameter of the rim increases gradually, from 
7.5 to 9.0 cm.191 This is the shape that is most frequent in Wells L 2:2 and M 2:1. A very 
small number of amphoras from the earliest layers of the wells share certain 
characteristics with Pieri’s LRA 1A (17, Pl. 7), but the majority fit his description of LRA 
1A transition. Because many of these come from layers that date to the first half of the 5th 
century, his absolute chronology for this phase must be re-considered, even if the 
progression in change of form is supported. 
  From the 6th century to the middle of the 7th, a final variation is produced which 
Pieri names LRA 1B.192 Although the diameter of the neck and rim also widens in this 
form, reaching 10.0-12.5 cm., the cylindrical body of the amphora narrows slightly at the 
middle, creating a type of “waist”.193 Only one example from Well M 2:1 fits the 
description of this form, at least in terms of profile (71, Pl. 7); however, the neck and 
handles of this amphora are not preserved, and the Pieri’s definition cannot be tested in 
terms of rim diameter. Nonetheless, because this object was found in a high layer of Well 
M 2:1 that dates to the 6th century, his general dating of the form appears to be confirmed. 
                                                            
190 See Pieri 2005, figs. 27-29, pls. 1-12. 
 
191 See Pieri 2005, fig. 30, pls. 13-14. 
 
192 Pieri 2005, pp. 75-76. The smaller variety of LRA 1 with waisting, which Riley named LRA 1a, is 
classified by Pieri as “LRA 1B sous-module”. 
 
193 For an illustration of the differences between LRA 1A, LRA 1A transition, and LRA 1B, see Pieri 2005, 
p. 71, fig. 25. 
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Examples of LRA 1 from Wells L 2:2 and M 2:1 confirm the relative chronology 
for subdivisions of the form that have been set forth by previous scholars; however, 
Pieri’s chronology for LRA 1A transition is too restrictive, as the form appears to have 
been produced for a much longer period of time than his evidence from Gaul suggests. 
Periods of use from both wells that span the entire course of the 5th century and that reach 
into the 6th contain examples of LRA 1A transition, indicating that it represents more 
than a mere transitional phase of production. Pieri’s chronology for LRA 1B is 
confirmed, however, since there is no suggestion of this form in the wells until the early 
6th century A.D. 
The contexts that Pieri used to arrive at his chronology, however, primarily from 
Marseille, are very well dated by coins and imported fine wares, and the reason for this 
discrepancy in dating is not necessarily due to an error of interpretation.194 Rather, 
differences in the distribution of eastern amphoras such as LRA 1 between the Roman 
West and the Roman East may account for variations of when specific varieties of LRA 1 
appear in Athens as opposed to when they appear at Marseille. Paul Reynolds has 
demonstrated the variation in relative percentages of Eastern Mediterranean amphoras at 
sites in the West – proportions of imported amphoras such as LRA 1 and LRA 3 are high 
at Marseille in the first half of the 5th century and decrease significantly by the 6th, 
whereas the opposite trend is observable at Carthage with LRA 1, for example.195 The 
differences in observable chronological trends at Athens, therefore, may also be due to 
                                                            
194 Pieri used 72 contexts to arrive at the relative chronologies that he proposes, 36 of which are from 
Marseille. He emphasizes that his chronologies are simply working hypotheses, due to the fact that the 
dating of African Red Slip remains controversial and because of the long duration of coinage circulation 
(Pieri 2005, p. 7). 
 
195 There is also a gap in Reynolds’s evidence for Marseille, c. A.D. 450-550/575 (Reynolds 1995, p. 73). 
For the relative proportions of Eastern Mediterranean amphoras at western sites, see Reynolds 1995, 
Appendix B.5 (pp. 180-183) and figs. 155-160.  
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differences in distribution between the East and West. While Pieri’s LRA 1A transition 
may have been imported in quantity to Athens by the first half of the 5th century, it might 
not have been a prominent type in the contexts examined by Pieri at Marseille until later 
in the century. The presence of LRA 1 transition in the East by the early 5th century is 
supported by evidence from agora of Argos, another eastern site, where the type has been 
found in a securely dated, chronologically homogeneous stratum of a well.196 Although 
evidence from these sites deals only with the “consumer end” of the product rather than 
evidence close to the area of production, the differences in geography for the consumers 
in the East and West may have affected the observable chronologies at each location, 
since the chronology of production and the chronology of consumption need not have 
been the same.197 This question will not be answered here, but it is a factor to bear in 
mind for future studies of LRA 1 in the Eastern Mediterranean. At the very least, Pieri’s 
LRA 1A transition should be viewed as more than a brief transitional form. The 
stratigraphy of Well M 2:1 in particular (discussed below) makes it clear that the type 
was common in Athens for a good portion of the 5th century, based on the dates of 
associated fine wares and lamps throughout the well. 
Late Roman Amphora 3 
 The third most frequent vessel is Late Roman Amphora 3, also known as a 
Micaceous Water Jar due to its distinctive fabric and its secondary use in Athens for 
                                                            
196 Ivantchik 2002, no. 114, p. 379, fig. 15. 
 
197 For the same observation in regard to the typology and chronology of African Red Slip Ware, see 
Bonifay 2004, p. 87. 
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drawing water.198 The amphora was produced in Western Asia Minor in the region of 
Ephesos, and it has a long development from the first century A.D. through the 6th 
century.199 Numerous examples from these wells that are lined with resin point to their 
contents as wine. Most examples have a dark red, highly micaceous fabric with shallow 
wheel-ridging that makes sherds very easy to identify. More frequently than other 
amphoras, in Athens, these jars often have a large hole punched in their shoulder, 
presumably to facilitate the flow of water into the vessel when lowered into a well, since 
the narrow opening at its neck would prohibit much intake.200 The wells also contained 
two examples of a small variety LRA 3 (60, 78; Fig. 9, Pl. 8). 
 Earlier forms of the amphora feature only one handle, attached at its narrow neck, 
but the specific two-handled variety of LRA 3 (the only type found in the wells) is 
frequently cited as beginning in the late 4th century A.D.201 Support for this date is most 
often cited as Robinson's publication of Group L in Agora V. There, the two-handled 
version of LRA 3 first appears in Group L, Layer III. Due to a lack of secure evidence 
from other sites for the early phases of this form, Robinson is consistently cited as proof 
of its existence in the late 4th century, despite the fact that his chronology has not been 
                                                            
198 Though the typologies of amphoras from Carthage and Benghazi use similar nomenclature (LRA 1 and 
LRA 2 refer to the same vessel in both), they diverge here.  “Micaceous water jars” are classified as LRA 3 
at Carthage and as LRA 10 at Benghazi.  Other classifications include: Ballana 13a, British B4, Kuzmanov 
7, Peacock & Williams 45, Scorpan 5, Zeest 95. 
 
199 Mabel Lang published an early study of the one-handled variety of this jar, tracing its development from 
its predecessors in the 1st century B.C. through the 3rd century (Lang 1955). For examples, see Agora V, 
nos. M 277 and M 282, p. 110, pl. 29. For a source in Western Asia Minor, see Riley 1979, pp. 183-184, 
229-230; Peacock and Williams 1986, pp. 188-190; Rautman 1996, pp. 80-81. 
 
200 Athens is the primary source for evidence of this practice (Peña 2007, pp. 136-137).  
 
201 Riley assigns the one-handled variety to a separate type (Riley 1979, p. 183, Middle Roman Amphora 
3), but the two versions are often conflated in other literature. Despite the formal and chronological 
differences between the one-handled and two-handled varieties, “LRA 3” is often used to refer to either one 
in archaeological literature (e.g. Yangaki 2007, p. 768, “During the 4th century, there are imitations of 
Carthage LRA 3” – she refers only to the one-handled versions; two-handled versions began later). 
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formally re-evaluated since 1959. One problem is that other large excavations with more 
recently published material lack deposits of the late 4th century that might confirm or 
refute the date for this specific amphora. Although John Riley published a large body of 
late Roman amphoras from Benghazi, there is a gap in the sequence of deposits at ancient 
Bernice from the middle of the 3rd to the later 5th century A.D. All of his deposits are 
therefore either too early or too late.202 Archaeologists at sites on the Greek mainland 
typically defer to Robinson in spite of the evidence that their own deposits offer.  At 
Argos, for example, Catherine Abadie-Reynal states without question that although two-
handled versions of LRA 3 begin in the late 4th century, citing Robinson, these amphoras 
do not appear at Argos until the beginning of the 5th century.203 She also cites John Hayes' 
publication of Roman pottery from the Saraçhane in Istanbul at evidence for a 4th century 
date, but even Hayes appears to question this early beginning, listing the earliest dates for 
his two-handled LRA 3 from the Saraҫhane as “4th (?)”.204  
 A large site such as Ephesos, located near the source of these amphoras, should 
offer clarity on the issue in theory, but one of the most recent publications of pottery from 
the site offers little insight. Deposits from the Vediusgymnasium do contain a number of 
examples of two-handled LRA 3, but all of the deposits date to the 5th century or later. 
Nonetheless, Sabine Ladstätter cites the accepted date of the late 4th century as the 
                                                            
202 Riley 1979, p. 229.  LRA 3 is not common at Berenice, and he cites Agora V as support for the date. 
 
203 Abadie-Reynal 2007, p. 250, no. 453.1, Form 28. 
 
204 Hayes 1992, Amphora Type 3, p. 63.  The question mark would seem to imply that this specific variety 
of LRA 3 has not actually been found in contexts that can be dated securely to the 4th century. The situation 
is similar north of the Black Sea, where the oldest examples of two-handled LRA 3 come from contexts of 
the late 4th or early 5th century A.D. – then it is represented in contexts of the third quarter of the 5th century 
through the third quarter of the 6th (Sazanov 2007, p. 805 – Robinson is cited for the possible 4th century 
date, p. 804; see also nos. 4-10, p. 812, fig. 4, labeled end of 4th – beginning of 5th c. A.D.). 
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beginning of this form, citing Robinson's Group L, giving no indication that deposits 
from Ephesos itself confirm this date.205 Tamás Bezeczky deals with Roman amphoras at 
Ephesos more broadly in Ephesos 15/1 while focusing primarily on deposits from the 
Tetragonos Agora, but he also provides no further support for a late 4th century date for 
two-handled LRA 3 beyond citing Robinson.206 Rather than supporting a 4th century date 
for the beginning of this amphora, therefore, the evidence from Ephesos actually makes a 
5th century date for the beginning of its production more plausible, given the absence of 
4th century examples there. 
 The one other site that is often cited for the late 4th century beginning of two-
handled LRA 3 is actually in the Roman West. The basilica of San Sisto Vecchio in 
Rome contained many large amphora fragments in its building fill, including two-handled 
examples of LRA 3.  Because the church has a known building history, this should be a 
secure way to date the amphoras, but both the fill and the time-line of the church's 
construction can be interpreted in two different ways. The fill that contained LRA 3 is 
described as being located along an opening in a portion of the perimeter wall that 
functioned as a passage at some point but that was eventually filled in, and it is argued 
that this probably happened after work was finished on the wall or building.207 There is 
no way of knowing precisely when that opening was filled in, however, and it could have 
been done at any point after the construction of the wall – years or even decades later.  
                                                            
205 Ladstätter 2008, p. 180.  It is also notable that the standard parallel she cites for all two-handled 
examples of LRA 3 is Robinson's M373, an amphora from a 6th century deposit. 
 
206 Ephesos 15/1, p. 164.  
 
207 Annis 1975, p. 33. Josine Schuring has published articles on other coarse wares and on the African Red 
Slip from San Sisto Vecchio, but she focuses primarily on fabric composition and manufacturing 
techniques, giving little consideration to an evaluation of chronology in relation to the building's history 
(Schuring 1987, Schuring 1988). 
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Also, Robinson's publication of Group L is once again cited as support for a 4th century 
date for LRA 3 in this deposit. 
 The other problem with the interpretation of the material from San Sisto Vecchio 
is the traditional date for its foundation. According to tradition, the church was either 
“founded” or “dedicated” by Pope Anastasius I, who served from A.D. 399-401, but few 
are explicit as to what that actually means.208  On the one hand, it is possible to take the 
view that Anastasius I “dedicated” the building with an implied assumption that this took 
place at the time of the building's completion.209 In this case, the dates of Anastasius at 
the turn of the 5th century would fit nicely for a building that was under construction 
during the later years of the 4th century. It could also be argued, however, that Anastasius 
“founded” San Sisto Vecchio in his position as pope, funding its construction with his 
own resources.210 Furthermore, there seems to have been an expectation that a pope 
would build a church as a type of public service during his period of tenure – the 
connection of Anastasius I with San Sisto Vecchio would make perfect sense in that 
context.211 This also means that the construction of the church could not have been 
initiated until Anastasius took office in 399.  In this scenario, those two-handled versions 
                                                            
208 The association of Anastasius I with San Sisto Vecchio has been inferred from a passage of the 
biography of Anastasius in the Liber Pontificalis which states: Fecit autem et basilicam, quae dicitur 
Crescentiana, in regione II, via Mamertina, in urbe Roma (Liber Pontificalis 41 c. 1). Due to the location 
referenced in this passaged, the titulus Crescentianae is taken to be the building that later became known as 
titulus s. Sixti; however, this identification is also problematic, since it is not clear whether the “regione” 
mentioned in the text refers to the Augustan or to the ecclesiastical regions of Rome (Geertman 2004, pp. 
127-130). 
 
209 Annis 1975, p. 33. 
 
210 The verb “fecit”, which describes the involvement of Anastasius (to make, construct, build), has a wide 
variety of meaning and is open to interpretation. See n. 54, above. 
 
211 For the role of the papacy in church construction in Rome during the 4th and 5th centuries, see 
Krautheimer 1983. pp. 96-102. 
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of LRA 3 could not have been deposited along the perimeter wall until long after A.D. 
400. 
 Robinson’s publication of a two-handled LRA 3 in a 4th century context therefore 
requires re-examination, since other supposed 4th century contexts with this type fail to 
confirm that date on closer examination, and they all appear to rely on Robinson for 
support. It is more likely that this amphora did not begin until the 5th century A.D., and 
this has important implications for the pottery associated with it, both in Robinson’s 
Group L and elsewhere. This issue will be taken up again in a discussion of the pottery 
from the Painted Stoa wells and associated contexts below. 
Well Stratigraphy 
 Well L 2:2 and Well M 2:1 probably functioned in a commercial context, due to 
their location in the stoa and due to the high concentration of small coins in the fill both 
surrounding the wells and in the wells themselves.212 As the previous chapter 
demonstrated, there are some similarities in the proportions of vessels present from 
bottom to top but also some significant differences that indicate changes in well function. 
It is therefore worthwhile to discuss the pots in more detail within their stratified contexts 
in order to describe these changes more precisely in terms of chronology. 
 Well M 2:1 was dug first, in the middle of the 4th century, to a depth of twelve 
meters from the late Roman floor level. The lowest first half meter was filled with gravel, 
and the gravel contained very little pottery (Well M 2:1, Layer I); however, two lamps 
from the fill provide very clear indications of date. Near the very bottom was a fragment 
                                                            
212 Several deposits of fill in the floor levels near the wells had high concentrations of very small coins.  
One of these was excavated only while cutting back the steep scarp of Section BH, so its precise physical 
relationship to the wells is difficult to trace, but its elevation and its location within the stoa make its 
connection to the activity around the wells very likely.   
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of a 4th century Attic glazed lamp and a more complete 4th century Attic glazed lamp was 
deposited slightly higher in the gravel layer (1, Pl. 9). Today, a gravel pack at the bottom 
can still be used for filtration to prevent sand and other sediment in the aquifer from 
entering the well or to stabilize a well that is finished in a sand or gravel formation. This 
may be the best explanation for its presence in this well. In modern drilled wells, a 
“gravel pack” or “filter pack” is typically a larger installation of gravel or sand that 
surrounds the narrow pipe in the ground that also functions to increase the surface area 
for intake, increasing the flow of water into the well.213 This modern design is something 
that was only developed as recently as the middle of the 20th century, but that does not 
preclude the possibility that people experimented with similar technologies in the ancient 
past.  Because the fill was so uniform – a light bluish gray limestone – and because it 
contained so little cultural material, it must have been dumped in the same event. The 
fractured nature of the stone suggests that some of the bedrock that was dug out to create 
the well shaft was dumped back into the well after the lining was installed. 
 Well L 2:2 was dug at least a generation later. It has a maximum depth of eight 
meters from the Late Roman floor level, and it contained no gravel at the bottom. 
However, like well M 2:1, it contained a half meter of fill at the bottom with a high 
concentration of coins and very little pottery:  35 coins in L 2:2 and 15 coins in M 2:1. 
(Well L 2:2, Layer I; Well M 2:1, Layer II). Above the coins, Well M 2:1 differs, 
however, in that it has a concentration of early gouged jugs and the other early Attic 
variations, as well as three unglazed Attic lamps that indicate a date in the early 5th 
                                                            
213 Johnson 1963.   
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century (Well M 2:1, Layer III) – this series of pottery that is absent in Well L 2:2, so the 
two coin layers must not be contemporary.214 
 In the next layer the contents of the two wells are nearly identical (Well L 2:2, 
Layer II; Well M 2:1, Layer IV). In the first one and a half to two meters, they both 
contained a very high concentration of pottery – over 100 kilos each –  with a high 
quantity of LRA 1. As the previous chapter explained, because the bottoms of vessels 
tend to be preserved better than the tops, a count of bases seems to provide the most 
accurate picture of how many pots were falling into the wells. While gouged jugs, for 
example, appear in quantity throughout the wells, quantities of LRA 1 are notably high 
here – 23 in Well L 2:2 and 26 in Well M 2:1. This layer can be dated at least to the 
middle of the 5th century by a well-preserved Attic lamp of the Chione workshop in Well 
L 2:2 (73, Pl. 14). The layer is much larger in Well M 2:1, but a similar date is supported 
in the lower levels by another lamp of the Chione workshop (16, Pl. 11). Higher in the 
layer, dates of the second half of the 5th century or later are supported by fragments of 
LRC (44, 56; Fig. 6) and a lamp of the Soteriea workshop (43, Pl. 12).  
 During the later 5th century, however, the wells follow different trajectories.  In 
Well M 2:1, the assemblage of pots stays more or less the same, both in quantity and in 
composition – high quantities of LRA 1 with a larger number of gouged jugs and an 
assortment of other shapes. There are no apparent breaks in use, and the few datable finds 
such as LRC and lamps, along with a development in LRA 1 and 2 suggest that this phase 
of use lasts through the second half of the 5th or the beginning of the 6th century. 
Although LRA 2 was rarely found a substantial profile preserved in these wells (for the 
                                                            
214 Well L 2:2:  BH Lot 719; Well M 2:1:  BH Lot 733. 
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best example, see 39, Fig. 5), sherds with its characteristic narrow combing are easily 
identifiable among the context pottery.  The nature of this combing is not a reliable 
indicator of chronology, since differences may simply be due to variations at different 
production centers, but at the agora there is a definite trend towards deeper, sharper 
combing on these amphoras by the 6th century. While sherds of LRA 2 have shallow 
combing lower in the well, it is noticeably deeper and wavier at higher levels, indicating a 
later date.  Furthermore, in BH Lot 729, one rim fragment of LRC, Hayes Form 3H (44, 
Fig. 6), differs from the other examples found in the two wells (Form 3C). According to 
Hayes, this short, concave rim is a separate 6th century development of the shape, and 
while it is not wise to base the date of an entire assemblage on one sherd, this may 
suggest that this level is even later than the 5th century.215 The lamp from the Soteriea 
workshop found at this level (43, Pl. 12) is unglazed with two almond-shaped grooves on 
its base, placing it in the first half of the 5th century A.D. at the very earliest.216 The 
preserved profiles of LRA 1 in this layer show a gradual move away from the wider, 
cylindrical bodies of the mid-century, becoming narrower at the waist (Pieri's LRA 1 
transition vs. LRA 1B; cf. 48,. 58, and then 71 in Layer V). Many of these pots are not 
precisely datable – they could easily fit a date either in the second half of the 5th century 
or in the beginning of the 6th. Nonetheless, while none of these forms on their own are an 
ideal means to determine an absolute chronology for this layer, the fact that multiple 
classes of objects demonstrate a continual, if only very slight, development argues for a 
gradual deposition of pottery in this layer over a substantial period of time. The 
                                                            
215 LRP, p. 338. Reynolds (1995, p. 147) also dates this form to the first half of the 6th century. 
 
216 Judith (Perlzweig) Binder's original chronology places this type in the first half of the 5th century A.D. 
(Agora VII, no. 2712, p. 188, Pl. 42).  Binder's revision of this chronology along with the work of Arja 
Karivieri will be discussed in more detail below. 
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possibility of the pots being dumped in a single event or during a very short period is 
unlikely.   
 In the next layer of Well L 2:2 (between Layers II and III), there was a lens of 
hard packed fill of sand and gravel, only about ten centimeters thick. It was distinctly 
different from the material above it in that it contained very little pottery – only a scatter 
of small sherds. It is difficult to interpret this portion of the deposit. On the one hand, it 
could represent a short period of disuse in which sediment was allowed to accumulate 
gradually in the well; however, in this scenario, the fill would probably consist of softer 
sediment that was easier to dig. On the other hand, some kind of sand and gravel mixture 
could have been intentionally dumped into the well as an attempt to create the type of 
gravel pack found at the bottom of Well M 2:1. Whatever the reason for this fill, it is 
clear that the assemblage above this hard packed lens is very different in character from 
large deposit of LRA 1 and gouged jugs below. In Layer III, the pots continued but with 
very little LRA 1. LRA 3 becomes the primary large vessel form present, and gouged 
jugs continue to appear in quantity (see Chapter 3). Also, other jugs such as those from 
Boeotia and the Argolid along with a larger variety of Attic jug (M 294) are present in 
greater number (Boeotian: 96; Argolid: 97-98; M 294: 102). Three rim fragments of LRC 
Form 3C confirm a date at least in the second half of the 5th century, (89-91, Fig. 10). 
Two other fragments of LRC, however – one rim fragment (92, Fig. 10, Form 3E) and 
one stamped sherd from the floor of a vessel (88, Fig. 10) – indicate a probable shift to 
the 6th century at some point in this layer. 
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The other unusual object to come out in this layer was a small, broken column 
drum.217 It is far too small to have belonged to the stoa, and must have belonged to a 
smaller building nearby. While architectural fragments like this could indicate a 
destruction level, the pots used for drawing water continue above and below it with no 
break in their sequence. It therefore seems unlikely that this is evidence for a major 
destructive event. Clearly, it had to have been deposited in the well deliberately, but the 
reasons for its disposal could vary widely. The explanation could be as simple as the need 
to dispose of the column without carrying it a significant distance.  A large block of stone 
in the well would not contaminate the water, and if the water table were high enough at 
the time, it would have no impact on how the well functioned. The cuttings for the 
installation of the wells underlie the late Roman walls in the stoa, meaning the walls were 
constructed after the wells were already in use. It is possible that the construction of these 
rubble walls created significant debris, some of which may have fallen into the wells. 
This column drum may have been brought into the stoa as possible building material, re-
used from another location, and eventually discarded in the well. 
In the middle of the 6th century, the wells finally went out of use. Well L 2:2 
(Layer IV) appears to have been used longer, as it has a large quantity of later pottery that 
does not appear in Well M 2:1, such as the late gouged jugs discussed at the beginning of 
the chapter – by this point, the jugs have become taller and slenderer, and the quality of 
construction for the pots has declined (124, Fig. 12, Pl. 4). Nothing in this layer dates 
later than the first half of the 6th century, however, and the well was filled with non-
descript tile and other debris at some point in the middle of the century. At this point, 
Well M 2:1 was filled with a large quantity of architectural tile (Layer V). Some of these 
                                                            
217 Agora A 5194, Column Drum, H. 0.665, Diam. 0.384 m. 
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are nicely painted and could have come from the stoa itself, suggesting that this layer may 
date to the mid-6th century, when the building finally went out of use.218  
The sequence of the final phases for each well is difficult to determine. Although 
Well M 2:1 contained 6th century developments of LRA 1, it did not have any of the late 
gouged jugs that were found in Well L 2:2. Both wells contained a large amount of tile in 
their final late Roman levels, but none of the decorative tiles found in M 2:1 were found 
in L 2:2. As Chapter 3 demonstrated, this well appears to have been used continuously, 
even if did cease to function as a water source, and it is possible that L 2:2 continued to 
be used after the building began to deteriorate. If the roof of the stoa was dismantled, for 
example, and some of the tiles were deposited in Well M 2:1, that would not prevent a 
small stall from functioning around the second well that was still open in the ground.  
Some of the late Roman dividing walls between the columns could have remained 
standing longer as well. Whatever the case, the process of decommissioning the Painted 
Stoa need not have happened all at once.  The 1000-year-old building may have 
deteriorated very slowly, until its ruins were finally filled in for good.  
“Destruction” and Ceramic Chronology 
The evidence from Well L 2:2 and Well M 2:1 is therefore a better indication of 
continuous use from the end of the 4th through the beginning of the 6th century than it is 
for a major destruction event in Athens. Nonetheless, an assumed string of catastrophes 
may have allowed this narrative to paint a negative picture of Late Antique Athens that 
may be somewhat exaggerated. This assumption becomes especially problematic when it 
                                                            
218 See Agora A 5215 (cover tile with painted antefix), A 5217 (terracotta sima), and A 5218 (cover tile); 
Camp 2015, nos. 22-24, pp. 492-493, fig. 23. 
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is used to construct the ceramic chronologies on which the dates for other deposits are 
based. 
 Alison Frantz asserts in her volume on the Athenian Agora in Late Antiquity 
(Agora XXIV) that there is ample physical evidence for an invasion by Alaric and the 
Goths at the end of the fourth century A.D.; however, much of her support for this comes 
from Judith (Perlzweig) Binder’s publication of Roman lamps from the Athenian Agora 
(Agora VII).  At the time, Binder had attributed some supposed destruction debris from 
the Pompeion in the Kerameikos to the invasion of Alaric in A.D. 396 and used this as a 
fixed point in her sequence of Attic lamps between the Herulian invasion of A.D. 267 and 
supposed Slavic destruction debris of the late 6th century.219 Because operations in the 
potters' quarters there did not appear to post-date the deposits associated with this 
“destruction”, Binder used these late Kerameikos deposits to draw a dividing line 
between lamps of the late 4th century and lamps of the early 5th century: if the lamps from 
the agora had no parallels in the Kerameikos, they were assumed to date to the 5th century 
(post-396).220 The deposit contained both Attic glazed and late Attic unglazed lamps, 
which, when compared to deposits in the Agora, led her to conclude that Athenian lamp 
makers stopped glazing their lamps around 360 A.D. and that they made unglazed lamps 
exclusively thereafter.221 Since the publication of Agora VII, however, Binder herself 
                                                            
219 Agora VII, p. 63. Binder was not the first to make this connection, however. Oscar Broneer also uses so-
called destruction debris from the Kerameikos as a fixed point in his chronology of lamps from Corinth 
(Corinth IV,ii, p. 119). 
 
220 Agora VII, p. 64. 
 
221 Agora VII, p. 64. 
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realized that her chronology was off by about one quarter to three quarters of a century.222 
In this revision, Binder argues that lamps continued to be produced in the Kerameikos 
after the invasion of Alaric, which means that glazed lamps must have been produced for 
a longer period of time. Also, tear-shaped Attic lamps must date after A.D. 425, and 
lamps with almond shaped bases could not date any earlier than the second quarter of the 
5th century. These adjustments in the chronology of small features of Attic lamps might 
seem trivial at first, but when they are applied broadly across deposits at the Athenian 
agora, their implications for the historical narrative of the city are significant. 
 Even more recently, others have argued that the so-called “destruction debris” 
from the Pompeion should actually be dated to the 5th century – meaning it cannot be the 
result of an invasion of Alaric.  Axel Rügler has re-examined this “Töpferschutt” in the 
area of the Pompeion, originally dated to the second half of the 4th century, and found that 
it contains material of the late 3rd to the 5th century. He suggested that rather than 
destruction debris, these deposits should be viewed as the trash heaps of the lamp 
workshops.223 These piles of waster were then leveled, and new buildings were 
constructed over this debris – the “Hallenstraβe” and the “Festtor” – which also cannot be 
dated any earlier than the beginning of the 5th century.224 The re-dating of these deposits 
effectively dismantles the linchpin of Frantz’s argument that substantial physical 
evidence exists for destruction in Athens at the end of the 4th century. 
                                                            
222 Binder in Butcher 1982, pp. 138-139.  She published her revised chronology within an article of S.A. 
Butcher on the Roman lamps from the mine at Thorikos. 
 
223 Rügler 1990, pp. 286-290; for the original date of the “Töpferschutt”, see Kübler 1952, p. 100.  Rügler 
compares the lamps in this deposit to material from the Late Roman Bath at Isthmia (dated to the early 5th 
century; see Wohl 1981) and finds those from the Pompeion to be a later development. 
 
224 Rügler 1990, pp. 286-287.  A coin of Arcadius (A.D. 395-408) was also found under the floor of the 
Hallenstraβe, providing further support for the building’s construction in the 5th century. 
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In addition, Arja Karivieri drew from Binder’s original reassessment of the Attic 
lamp chronology and proposed some more specific chronological adjustments based on 
her examination of lamps from the Agora and the Kerameikos. One of her most 
convincing arguments in this study is that Attic lamps continued to be glazed through the 
first half of the fifth century. Kathleen Slane and Guy Sanders have confirmed this 
conclusion in their publication of four late Roman horizons at Corinth,225 and that 
sequence is confirmed by the evidence from these two wells. However, Karivieri’s 
assertion that late unglazed lamps were produced simultaneously for a period of time 
until lamps stopped being glazed altogether in the second half of the century has yet to be 
confirmed.226 Because glazed and late unglazed lamps do not share certain technical 
details such as multiple filling holes, there must have been a time when they were not 
made simultaneously.227  
Evidence from elsewhere in Greece suggests that Athenians first began producing 
late unglazed lamps in the 5th century. Birgitta Wohl has suggested that this change did 
not occur until ca. A.D. 425, based on her study of a large lamp deposit from the Roman 
Bath at Isthmia. Deposition of that assemblage is bracketed on the early end by 
abandonment of the bath at the end of the 4th century (presumably due to Alaric) and on 
the late end by the construction of the Hexamilion in the second or third decade of the 5th 
century, which incorporated the north wall of the bath.228 The point at which dumping 
                                                            
225 Slane and Sanders 2005, p. 282. 
 
226 Karivieri 1996, pp. 48-53.  
 
227 See Slane and Sanders 2005, p. 282, n. 4 for this observation. 
 
228 Wohl 1981, p. 116. For the date of abandonment, see Clement and Beaton 1976. For construction of the 
Hexamilion, see Clement 1975. 
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here seems to come to an end (ca. A.D. 425-434) is when late unglazed lamps first begin 
to appear.229 If one takes this view that late unglazed lamps did not begin to be produced 
until the 5th century, all of Well L 2:2 and all except the very earliest level of Well M 2:1 
must date to the 5th century or later. 
In Well M 2:1, there was a 4th century glazed lamp in the gravel layer (1, Pl. 9), 
an early 5th century layer with both glazed and unglazed lamps (2-5, Pl. 9), and a mid to 
late 5th century layer with only unglazed lamps (16, 43; Pls. 11-12) – that is how they 
would be dated in the adjusted lamp chronology. In Well L 2:2, both lamps are unglazed 
(73, 87; Pls. 14-15), and a lamp from a higher level in the well has two almond-shaped 
grooves on its base, another characteristic that both Binder and Karivieri agree should not 
be dated any earlier than second quarter of the fifth century. This means that Karivieri’s 
chronology, if one chooses to accept it, also indicates that the large amounts of pottery in 
the wells, even in the earliest layers, are all too late to be  “barbarian destruction debris” 
from the end of the fourth century. If late unglazed lamps are presumed to have begun in 
the 5th century rather than the 4th, this argument is even stronger, especially when 
examining other deposits from the Athenian agora. 
Additional Deposits 
Perhaps it should not be expected to see strong evidence for destruction in the 
wells, however. It is therefore wise to examine other deposits from the Athenian agora 
that fall into the same difficult chronological range of the “late 4th  – early 5th century” 
range of chronology. Two deposits excavated on the north side of the agora, in the 
                                                            
229 Wohl 1981, p. 140; however, see Corinth XVIII.2, p. 20, n. 82. Slane points out that all of the coins in 
the actual lamp deposit were of Constantius II (A.D. 355-361) and suggests that this may be earlier material 
that was re-deposited at a later time. 
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neighborhood behind the Painted Stoa, contained large quantities of pottery that date to 
this period. Unlike Well L 2:2 or Well M 2:1, these deposits contained larger quantities 
of fine wares such as LRC and African Red Slip Ware, allowing for more precision in 
determining dates. When the pottery from these deposits is compared to that from Well L 
2:2 and Well M 2:1, and when the pottery from all of these deposits is considered in light 
of the existing ceramic chronologies for this period, it becomes clear that some 
adjustment may be necessary. The evidence from which certain late Roman fine ware 
chronologies have been derived at the Athenian agora is often tenuous, and these deposits 
provide supplementary examples of forms from discrete contexts that allow for a better 
comparison of assemblage composition in relation to chronology. 
Because Agora deposits feature prominently in the construction of fine-ware 
chronologies in the Mediterranean, the pottery from the deposits below will be compared 
to those sources first. These chronologies rely heavily on the work of John Hayes (i.e. 
LRP). His work is due to be revised, however, since he was limited to deposits excavated 
in the first half of the twentieth century.230 Hayes’s work with late Roman pottery 
chronology at the Agora was also derived in part from the work of Henry Robinson 
(Agora V) and the work of Judith Binder (Agora VII), both of which have since been 
shown to be problematic. Secondly, since the publication of LRP, much work has also 
been done at other sites in the Mediterranean, with more recently excavated material 
available for study. It is therefore necessary to consider the implications of the 
chronological adjustments made by scholars at these sites as well in order to obtain a 
broader view of how fine-ware pottery was changing in the Mediterranean during the 5th 
century. Michel Bonifay’s work on African Red Slip Ware, based on material from both 
                                                            
230 The same is true for the pottery in Agora XXXII, despite its publication date of 2008. 
 
 
117 
the south of France and from North Africa has provided one of the most recent major 
revisions of Hayes’s original framework, and it is cited below, where appropriate, as 
support for the chronology of these deposits.231 
Deposit K 1:4 
Deposit K 1:4 is an unlined shaft, a possible well or pit, that was eventually filled 
in with debris. Located at the north of Section BE, behind the Painted Stoa, it was 
excavated in 2003. Unlike Deposits L 2:2 and M 2:1, the material from this shaft does 
qualify as dumped fill. The pottery here has none of the characteristics of the use deposits 
in the other two wells, and it all dates to the same time period, indicating that it was 
probably deposited all at the same time or that it was dumped over a very short period. At 
the time of excavation, it seemed more likely that the material should fall in the late 4th 
century, based on the accepted chronology at that time, and the deposit was interpreted as 
possible Alaric destruction debris. In terms of datable material, it contained a small 
amount of African Red Slip and several lamps.232 The African Red Slip (AfRS), Hayes 
Forms 53B, 66, and 71A, can all be dated to the late 4th or the early 5th century, and the 
lamps, at the time of excavation, were dated to the 4th century, making the deposit 
suitable Alaric destruction debris. Based on revised chronologies, two of the lamps could 
point to a date for the deposit in the 5th century, however. The examples of AfRS from 
                                                            
231 Bonifay 2004. Several of the forms found in these deposits were not treated by Bonifay, however. 
 
232 The pottery from this deposit could not be quantified, because a portion of the deposit cannot be located 
at this time. After excavation, the context pottery was divided into separate tins by ware (Lots BE 2613-
2619), and the tin containing all of the fine ware has since gone missing (Lot BE 2619, “Diagnostic, Fine 
and Semi-fine Wares”); therefore, the only fine-ware objects available for study from this deposit are the 
objects that were catalogued. It is unlikely that this tin left the Stoa of Attalos, however, and it is my hope 
that it will be found and that it can be considered in the future. 
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this deposit likewise demonstrate the difficulty in securing a precise date for these forms 
based on available evidence from the Athenian agora.  
Lamps 
The lamps in Deposit K 1:4 range in date from the middle of the 3rd century to the 
5th, with some that could date either to the 4th or to the 5th century. It is therefore 
inconclusive whether they help to date the deposit itself to either the late 4th or the early 
5th century, but when viewed in light of the other fine wares from assemblage, it is likely 
that they support a date in the 5th. All are Attic lamps, but their styles are very disparate. 
The earliest lamp in the deposit, a globule-and-volute lamp (126, Pl. 17), dates as early as 
the middle of the 3rd century and is probably residual if it is that early; however, similar 
lamps have also been dated to the 4th century.233 The next lamp does not have a precise 
parallel among agora finds (127, Pl. 17). Its disk with the head of a bull and its incised 
panels have been placed in the mid to late 4th century,234 but its base finds closer parallels 
among lamps of the late 4th or early 5th century.235 Finally, a North African lamp was 
found in the deposit (128, Pl. 17), with the bust of a head in profile and a sloping, 
herringbone rim. These African lamps were dated by Hayes to the 4th and early 5th 
                                                            
233 The closest comparanda for this object from the agora (Agora II, no .1259, p. 138, pl. 25) was dated to 
the mid-third century A.D. by Binder, but globule-and-volute lamps date generally to the 3rd and 4th 
centuries (Agora VII, p. 23). Because the dating of these specific lamps was not affected by Binder’s 
original compression of Attic glazed lamps between A.D. 330 and 360, their dates do not require the same 
revision. 
 
234 Binder places these motifs in the mid-4th century (Agora VII, no. 1046, pp. 132-133); Karivieri places 
them in the late 4th century (Karivieri 1996, no. 61, p. 181, pl. 5). 
 
235 Binder dates this decoration of the base to the second quarter of the 4th century (Agora VII, no. 1681, p. 
150, pls. 30, 34); Karivieri places it in the late 4th or early 5th century (Karivieri 1996, no. 62, p. 181, pl. 5). 
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centuries, though he emphasizes that these dates are not secure;236 therefore nothing 
prevents this lamp from being dated to the early 5th century. 
African Red Slip, Form 53B 
One well-preserved bowl from Deposit K 1:4 (129, Fig. 13) is an example of 
AfRS Form 53B, originally dated by John Hayes to ca. 370-430 in LRP.237 By the time he 
published Agora XXXII in 2008, the extension the date for this form into the early fifth 
century was more tenuous.238 The contexts from which Hayes draws these type pieces, 
however, are also the so-called “Major Late Fills” that were excavated to the west of the 
Stoa of Attalos, which are very complex and can be problematic. Because this is not a 
closed deposit, most of the catalogued finds are fragmentary fine wares that were 
identified and catalogued by Hayes in the 1960s.239 While Hayes was using examples 
from these deposits in his typology due to their form, which can be tied to a general time 
period, using examples from such contexts as chronological markers to date other 
deposits can be problematic due to the mixed nature of the fill. By looking at comparanda 
from other deposits in the agora and by considering complete contexts rather than 
individual objects, the chronology for this form – and therefore for Deposit K 1:4 – may 
be clarified.  
                                                            
236 LRP, p. 313. For a parallel to the disk, see Agora VII, no. 323, p. 99, pl. 10. 
 
237 LRP, Form 53B, no. 17, p. 80, ca. 370-430. This chronology is confirmed by Paul Reynolds (Reynolds 
1995, p. 144). 
 
238 Agora XXXII, no. 1045, p. 223, Form 53B, “late 4th – (early 5th?)”. This is the same object that is cited 
as an example of Form 53B in LRP. 
 
239 See Agora Notebook Σ-28. Hayes lists the lot number for each object he added to the catalogue and also 
notes month and year in which the object was added. 
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The bowl from Deposit K 1:4 and the example of Form 53B cited by Hayes are 
very similar to objects from three other Agora deposits: C 14:4, C 18:1, and R 17:2. 
Deposit C 14:4, a well, contained the rim of an AfRS plate with a rim similar to Form 
53B (P 11180).240 The portion of the well deposit in which this rim was found was a 
dumped fill, not a use deposit. Because this object was found in a well with many other 
well-preserved vessels, it is easier to consider the composition of the assemblage as a 
whole than it is with the example used by Hayes from the Major Late Fills.241 Although 
the AfRS rim could plausibly be dated to either the late 4th or the early 5th century, this 
dumped fill also contained two objects that can be dated more closely to the 5th century. 
The first is a lamp of the KY workshop (L 3177), a workshop whose beginning Karivieri 
places at the end of the 4th century, but whose floruit was in the 5th century, ceasing 
production by the end of 5th century or in the early 6th.242 Given that the lamp is also 
unglazed, it is much more likely that this lamp was produced in the 5th century, when 
Athenians most likely stopped glazing their lamps and when the majority of this 
workshops products were made, rather than during the very beginnings of this workshop 
at the end of the 4th century. The second object is an Argolid basin (P 11189), which is 
related to LRA 2 and to the many Argolid jugs that were found in Well L 2:2 and Well M 
2:1.243 The basin has a flat base and a steep flaring wall with narrow combing, much like 
the Argolid jugs, and an outturned rim. Although no complete examples were excavated 
                                                            
240 This object is cited as comparanda for Form 53B by Hayes (Agora XXXII, nos. 1044 and 1045, p. 223). 
 
241 The “assemblage as a whole” still only includes catalogued objects that were retained because of their 
good condition. Most of the broken pottery from the well would have been discarded. 
 
242 Karivieri 1996, p. 110. 
 
243 See Hammond 2015, “Deep Basins”, nos. 412-418, p. 333, fig. 46 and pp. 404-407. Argolid jugs from 
Well L 2:2 and Well M 2:1: 25, 51, 80, 97, and 98. See also 158 from Deposit I-J 2-3:1, discussed below. 
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from wells in the Painted Stoa, several fragments of one such basin were found in the 
sixth century levels of Well L 2:2.244 
Another bowl fragment (P 14227) similar to Hayes Form 53B was found in 
Deposit R 17:2, also a uniform dumped fill from a well, with joins from top to bottom.245 
The fill contained no coins but several objects that can be dated to the early 5th century: 
one early gouged mug (P 14215, Agora L 38), one imported jug (P 14216, Agora M 299), 
and one lamp of the Stratolaos workshop (L 3551).246 A second lamp (L 3548), however, 
is much later than these objects – an unglazed lamp of the KY workshop with a cross in 
the disk and almond-shaped grooves on the underside. This type dates no earlier than the 
second half of the 5th century according to revisions of the Attic lamp chronology, but 
even Binder’s original assessment of its date placed it in the early 5th century, not the 4th. 
Finally, a carinated casserole (P 33013, Late Roman Micaceous Aegean) was added to 
the catalogued finds for this deposit by John Hayes in 1998, a shape that has not been 
dated any earlier than the fifth century A.D.247 Because this is a secondary deposit, and 
because the fill was apparently dumped into the well at the same time, it is difficult to 
argue whether any of these finds are residual or intrusive, since we cannot know from 
where the fill was originally gathered. Nonetheless, most objects from the well can be 
dated at least to the early 5th century if not later. This is therefore another example of 
                                                            
244 BH Lots 714 (1 rim fragment) and 715 (4 rim fragments, 2 body sherds). The rim fragment from Lot 
714 joins with the fragments in Lot 715. 
 
245 Agora Notebook AA-7, p. 1264. Young notes that at the time of excavation, all pottery was dated to the 
fifth century by Arthur Parsons. 
 
246 The Stratolaos workshop was active from the early fourth century to the middle of the fifth century 
(Karivieri 1996, p. 132). For the chronology of the jugs, see discussion above. 
 
247 Hayes notes many similar fragments in the tin (Container 22; Agora Notebook AA-8, p. 1432). For the 
date of this shape, see Slane and Sanders 2005, no. 1-28, p. 255, fig. 3. 
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AfRS Form 53B found in a 5th century context, based on the lamps and coarse wares 
associated with it. 
Finally, a third example of Hayes Form 53B came from Deposit C 18:1, this time 
from an actual use deposit in a well, making it more certain that it is more or less 
contemporary with the objects with which it was associated.248 This small rim fragment 
from a plate (P 21829) was associated with many of the same objects that were found in 
the 5th century levels of Well L 2:2 and Well M 2:1:  a large Attic jug (P 21828, Agora M 
294); an early gouged mug (P 19959, Agora L 38); a gouged jug with an incised leaf 
motif (P 21830); and an Argolid jug (P 19961). Although this layer does not contain any 
lamps, the combination of coarse wares found with the AfRS plate, rather than one 
specific object, point to date in the 5th century rather than the 4th. Because many of these 
wares from the Agora have yet to be published, their chronology may not have been a 
factor when determining dates for specific fine-ware types from the site.249 As all of these 
deposits demonstrate, however, ignoring the chronology of coarse wares present in a 
given deposit may lead to a less nuanced understanding of the ceramic sequences 
involved. 
African Red Slip, Form 66/68 
A second AfRS vessel from Deposit K 1:4 combines characteristics of two forms 
(130, Fig. 13). The body of the plate has a profile as AfRS Form 66, a rare form, with no 
                                                            
248 Deposit C 18:1, Fill V, Container 5. 
 
249 A similar point has been made concerning late Roman deposits at Corinth, that “pottery is more reliable 
than coins in distinguishing the fifth from the fourth century and the seventh from the sixth. Our intention is 
to illustrate that, when fine wares are absent, lamps, cooking pots, and plain wares can be used to establish 
where one is in the sequence” (Slane and Sanders 2005, p. 280). Most of the specific wares involved here 
are different, but the concept is the same – that pottery can be used to distinguish between different 
chronological horizons and that coarse wares and lamps (not just fine wares) can be used to identify the 
relative sequence of assemblages. 
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known examples from 4th century contexts.250 Although the type piece for this form 
comes from Lepcis Magna,251 Hayes also cites one example from the Athenian agora in 
his publication of imported fine wares from the site.252 This rim fragment was found in 
Deposit H-I 7-8:1, a deposit that has been dated to the second half of the 5th century and 
associated with the Vandal invasion of Athens. While this deposit’s precise date and 
association with that particular historical event may be questionable (see Chapter 5), 
there is little doubt that it should date to some point in the 5th century, as Bonifay also 
finds the form in contexts of the second half of the 5th century in North Africa.253 The rim 
of 130 fits more closely the rim profile of AfRS Form 68, a large bowl, late variants of 
which may continue until the middle of the 5th century. Because Form 66 has not been 
found in contexts as early as the 4th century, and because Form 68 can plausibly be 
associated with contexts of the middle 5th century, 130 should logically be placed in the 
first half of the 5th century A.D. 
African Red Slip, Form 71A  
Finally, an example of AfRS Form 71A was found in Deposit K 1:4 (131, Fig. 
13), a bowl with a very low ring foot and a wide, outturned rim with a squared lip. The 
form has been dated by Hayes to ca. A.D. 375 – 400/420, and the example he cites from 
the agora (P 27044) comes from the problematic “Major Late Fills” in Area O-P 8 – fills 
to the west of the Stoa of Attalos that date to about A.D. 330 and later.254  
                                                            
250 LRP, p. 112. 
 
251 LRP, p. 112, Form 66, no. 1. 
 
252 Agora XXXII, no. 1080, p. 226, fig. 33 (P 27153). 
 
253 Bonifay 2004, Sigillée Type 70, p. 199, fig. 106. 
 
254 LRP, p. 120, Form 71, no. 2; republished as Agora XXXII, no. 1101, pp. 227-228, fig. 34, pl. 55. 
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  Most of the fragmentary coarse wares from these fills were probably discarded at 
the time of excavation, and those that were kept were not catalogued. Two coarse ware 
objects from the same lot (Σ 58), however, were added to the catalogue in 2002 – both 
rim fragments of Late Roman Micaceous Aegean cooking ware (P 34321, P 34322). One 
of the earliest dated contexts in which this ware has been found is a 5th century cistern at 
S. Giacomo degli Schiavoni in central Italy. In this cistern, an undisturbed layer of 
pottery that contained numerous imported fine wares provides a secure date in the first 
half of the 5th century.255 Likewise, at Corinth, this cooking ware – easily identifiable by 
its micaceous brown fabric and by its rim profiles – is one of several coarse wares that 
distinguish the 5th from the 4th century.256 It is likely that these cooking ware rims 
therefore indicate a 5th century date for the context and possibly for its associated fine 
wares. It follows that the Form 71A rim in Deposit K 1:4 is also more likely to be a 
product of the 5th century than the 4th.  
Summary 
 Lamps and fine wares are the primary indicators of chronology for this deposit, 
given the absence of more precisely datable numismatic material. Revised chronologies 
for the lamps support a 5th century date, although earlier types were present in the 
assemblage. Dates for the fine wares, as they are derived from the Agora, rely not on 
well-dated, stratified sequences but rather on the complex, mixed levels of the “Major 
Late Fills” from the area near the Stoa of Attalos. More securely dated contexts for these 
                                                                                                                                                                                 
 
255 Albarella, Ceglia, and Roberts 1993. For date, see p. 163 (Layer C, A.D. 420-430). For examples of the 
cooking ware, see nos. 61-70, pp. 180-184, fig. 11. 
 
256 Slane and Sanders 2005, p. 287. 
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fine wares in the Mediterranean support a date in the 5th century. When similar objects 
from stratified well deposits are compared, such as Late Roman Micaceous Aegean 
cooking ware and Argolid jugs and basins, the coarse wares from these wells indicate 
dates in the 5th century. 
Deposit I-J 2-3:1 
Deposit I-J 2-3:1 was excavated in 1990 in Section BZ, in the neighborhood 
behind the Painted Stoa that featured a bath in the Roman period. During the late Roman 
period, the second phase of the bath included a large semi-circular hall, about ten meters 
in diameter, which was filled with a concrete podium. Along the perimeter of this semi-
circle was a deep channel that most likely lay within the outer wall of the apse.257  
Because the construction of this channel was not uniform, and because there was no 
hydraulic cement preserved on its interior, it is likely that the channel served to circulate 
hot air in order to heat the semicircular room.258 The deposit under discussion here 
consists of several large groups of smashed pottery that were found within this channel. 
The assemblage contained many different classes of pottery including amphoras, cooking 
wares, jugs, and basins in addition to lamps and fine wares along with several coins, the 
latest of which dates to the reign of Arcadius (A.D. 383-408).259 Because the pottery all 
appeared to date to the 4th century, the date of the deposit was therefore placed at the end 
of that century and associated with the invasion of Athens by Alaric and the Goths in 
A.D. 396. T. Leslie Shear, Jr., the director of the excavations at the time, argues this point 
                                                            
257 Shear 1997, p. 510.  
 
258 Shear 1997, p. 511. Similar tributary channels also branched from this semi-circular one to other parts of 
the building. 
 
259 Shear 1997, p. 511. Agora N 9636 (BZ-226). Bust r.; SALVS REIPVBLICAE, victory and captive. 
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quite emphatically: “This closely dated deposit of material thus provides the clearest 
evidence for a major horizon of destruction that caused widespread damage to this part of 
the city in the last years of the 4th century after Christ. There can be little doubt that the 
destruction should be attributed to the documented attack on Athens by the Visigoths in 
A.D. 396.”260 
 Following this “destruction”, the building was not repaired but was robbed for 
building material.261 Higher up in this same channel another noteworthy deposit was 
found: a hoard of 431 bronze coins. Judging from the compact state in which they were 
found, the coins were probably dropped or buried there in some sort of perishable sack. 
Few of these were legible, but 31 coins from the hoard can be dated to the reign of Leo I 
(A.D. 457-474), placing their deposition in the third quarter of the 5th century or later.262 
They are therefore too late to be associated with the smashed pottery below, and Shear 
stops short of associating this hoard with the Vandal invasion of Athens that is thought to 
have occurred in the third quarter of the century. At the very least, then, the hoard 
provides evidence for continuing activity in the area into the second half of the 5th 
century. 
Stratigraphy 
All of the lots associated with Deposit I-J 2-3:1 were found within the apsidal 
channel, but their stratigraphy requires some explanation.263 The earlier pottery was 
                                                            
260 Shear 1997, p. 511. 
261 Shear 1997, p. 511. 
 
262 Shear 1997, p. 511-512. 
 
263 BZ Lots 154-182 constitute the entire deposit, but not every lot is represented in this study, since some 
of the pottery was too non-descript to be useful. 
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found in three main groups along the channel (see Plan 6), designated as “North” (138-
139, BZ Lots 161-163), “Center” (BZ Lot 169), and “South” (140-150, BZ Lots 170-
175). The later pottery, from the upper levels of the channel (152-154, BZ Lots 155-157) 
was associated with the coin hoard. Pottery from surrounding contexts was also 
considered, such as fill from a tunnel leading west from the main apsidal channel (159, 
BZ Lot 164), the very top fill of the channel (155-158, BZ Lot 177), fill surrounding the 
larger deposits of smashed pottery (151, BZ Lot 166), and fill below the smashed pottery 
(135-137, BZ Lots 181-182). 
 As with all Agora deposits, certain well-preserved objects were catalogued at the 
time of excavation, and the rest of the context pottery was stored in tins. After a more 
recent examination of the context pottery, additional objects were selected for this 
catalogue that were considered to be significant at this time, and further study may allow 
for a more nuanced reading of the material.264 Like Deposit K 1:4, the pottery from the 
channel is more varied than the pottery from Well L 2:2 and Well M 2:1, making it a 
useful point of comparison for chronology. In addition to several smashed amphoras, 
basins, and cooking pots the channel contained a large quantity of fine wares, particularly 
local red slip pottery. The full spectrum of local red slip shapes could not be recorded for 
this project, but the typology of shapes from this deposit would be a fruitful line of 
inquiry in the future. 
Ceramic Chronology 
Although the filling of the channel generally and the concentration of smashed 
pottery specifically were originally dated to the late 4th century A.D., a re-evaluation of 
                                                            
264 Context pottery from the lots was quantified and recorded and will be brought into discussion when it is 
significant; however, it must be kept in mind that much more pottery (amphoras, cooking pots, fine ware) 
was present than the small sample discussed in this chapter. 
 
 
128 
the deposit in light of more recent studies of late Roman lamps and coarse wares makes a 
stronger case for a date in the 5th century. As with the objects found in Deposit K 1:4, the 
dates for many finds span a range from the late 4th century into the 5th century, and one 
could argue for an earlier date for any individual artifact. When all classes of pottery and 
lamps are taken into consideration, however, the evidence for a 5th century date is 
stronger.  
  In terms of datable finds, the earliest fill in the channel, below the smashed 
pottery, contained two lamps that were catalogued (135-136; Pl. 18) and one LRC rim 
fragment (137; Fig. 15) among the context pottery. One lamp of the Stratolaos workshop 
can be dated securely to the late 4th century (135), and it finds parallels in the assemblage 
of lamps from Deposit D 12:1. This deposit contained a large dump of glazed lamps, all 
similar in date and style, and it is has been interpreted as possible Alaric destruction 
debris (however, see more on this deposit in Chapter 5). The second lamp (136), also 
glazed, with a plain disk and kite-shaped nozzle, can be dated to the late 4th or early 5th 
century.265 Finally, this layer contained a rim fragment of an LRC bowl, Form 2A.266 The 
majority of LRC finds from the agora fall between A.D. 450 and 550 (the date of those 
found in Well L 2:2 and Well M 2:1), with fewer examples of the earlier phases of the 
ware.267 Because many examples of LRC were initially found with AfRS forms of the 4th 
century, certain forms were originally dated earlier, but more recent finds suggest that 
                                                            
265 See Karivieri 1996, “Plain, Kite-shaped Nozzle,” no. 118, pp. 196-197, pl. 35, dated to the late fourth or 
early 5th century A.D. 
 
266 Because many complete vessels from datable contexts have been found at the Athenian agora, finds 
from this site formed the basis of Hayes’ chronology in LRP, rather than other eastern sites with examples 
of LRC in quantity, such as Antioch (Agora XXXII, p. 85). 
 
267 Agora XXXII, p. 85. 
 
 
 
129 
these did not become common until the 5th century.268 This fragment of LRC Form 2A, 
for example, should therefore be placed in the first quarter of the 5th century and no 
earlier than the turn of the century.269 Although only three objects have been sampled 
from this layer, a date in the early 5th century appears most appropriate for the context. 
Although one lamp may be slightly earlier, one can fall in either the 4th or the 5th century, 
and the fragment of LRC pulls the date firmly into the 5th century. Furthermore, the 
fragment of LRC was actually found below the two lamps and was therefore deposited 
earlier.270 Finally, the coarse wares from this context should not be ignored. The three 
lots below the smashed pottery (BZ Lots 180-182) contained several fragments of Late 
Roman Micaceous Aegean cooking ware, which has not been found in contexts dated 
earlier than the 5th century.271 
 The smashed pottery that was interpreted as destruction debris should also be 
placed in the 5th rather than the 4th century on the basis of updated chronologies. The 
group of pottery at the north contained an unglazed rosette lamp (138) whose date can 
now be moved from the late 4th century into the first half of the 5th.272 The local red-
                                                            
268 Agora XXXII, p. 85. LRC took the place of many AfRS forms, accounting for 80%-90% of all imported 
pottery at the agora by the late 5th century. 
 
269 Cf. LRP, p. 327, Form 2, no. 2, fig. 66 (ca. 400); republished as Agora XXXII, no. 1238, p. 238, fig. 37 
(ca. 400-425).  
 
270 Agora Notebook BZ IV, p. 647. BZ Lot 181 (the lamps) is described as “Grey fill 51.58-51.32 [masl]” 
and BZ Lot 182 (LRC) as “Red fill = 51.32-bottom [of channel]”. 
 
271 Lots 180 and 182 contained a total of 3 rims, 1 base, 1 handle, and 8 body sherds of LR Micaceous 
Aegean (Total RBHS: 13). For the earliest dated deposit with examples of this cooking ware, see Albarella, 
Ceglia, and Roberts 1993, nos. 61-70, pp. 180-184, fig. 11. See also Deposit K 1:4, above. 
 
272 Cf. Agora VII, nos. 1960 and 1968, p. 155, pl. 32 (late 4th century) and Karivieri 1996, nos. 221 and 
222, p. 228, pl. 42 (first half of 5th century). 
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slipped bowl found in the same group (139; Fig. 14) should be dated to the first half of 5th 
century as well, on the basis of the context in which it was found. 
 The pottery at the south contained a wider variety of forms that also suggest a 
date in the 5th century. The group contained two unglazed lamps: one can be moved from 
the last quarter of the 4th century to the middle of the 5th century (141; Pl. 18), and the 
other, a product of the K- workshop (140; Pl. 18), finds several parallels with 5th century 
dates. The assemblage contained a large quantity of local red-slipped pottery (142-148; 
Figs. 14-15; Pl. 18), and although the chronology and typology of this ware have yet to 
be treated in detail, several forms were present that imitate other imported wares. Based 
on the dates of these imported forms, a general date for the production of the local 
versions can be inferred.273 Numbers 142 and 143 are both rim fragments from small 
bowls with wide, outturned rims, a shape that is common in the AfRS found at the 
Athenian agora in contexts of the early 5th century.274 142 is most similar to AfRS Form 
71, or perhaps Forms 72-74, similar bowls with wide, outturned rims. Although the ridge 
on the exterior at the junction of the rim and wall is also a characteristic of LRC Form 
2A, another early 5th century form,275 the steep angle of the wall suggests a deep bowl 
that is closer in profile to the AfRS forms. The rim of 143 is similar in profile to that of 
142; however, the lip is more rounded, there is a smooth curve on the exterior from rim to 
                                                            
273 The term “imitation” here is being applied loosely. These are not precise copies, but the features of the 
pottery suggest that the potters were aware of popular forms in wares that were commonly imported to 
Athens. 
 
274 Hayes notes a change in the pattern of imports ca. A.D. 400 with non-Carthage products being imported 
more frequently, including a variety of small bowls such as these, along with LRC Form 2 (Agora XXXII, 
p. 72). 
 
275 See LRP, p. 327, Form 2, no. 2, fig. 66; republished as Agora XXXII, no. 1238, p. 237, fig. 37, ca. A.D. 
400-425. 
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body, and the angle of the wall suggests a more shallow vessel. Nonetheless, it is clear 
that a very similar bowl was intended. Finally, the estimated diameters for both rim 
fragments indicate that these were smaller vessels, similar to the imported African 
versions.276 The profiles of these rims are very similar to LRC Form 2A, but Form 2A 
bowls are shallower, with a much wider diameter (ca. 0.30 m.; cf. 137).277  The earliest of 
the AfRS forms, Form 71A, has a suggested date of ca. A.D. 375-400/420, but a case can 
be made that a 5th century date for the form is most appropriate (see the discussion of 
AfRS Form 71A in Deposit K 1:4, above). Furthermore, the other related bowls span the 
course of the 5th century, and their frequency ranges from “not uncommon” to “not very 
common” to “rare”.278 Taken together, these bowls that are similar in overall profile if not 
in specific rim form, were not an uncommon shape of pottery throughout the 5th century. 
A local product in Athens that imitates the general features of the bowls should certainly 
be as late as or later than these 5th century forms.  
 Several other forms of Attic fine ware, often with white painted decoration, were 
found in the smashed pottery. Keel-rimmed bowls were present in two different sizes: 
one (144), a larger, more elaborate bowl with ribbon handles, white spirals painted 
around the rim and a chi-rho ligature painted in white on the floor of the vessel; the other 
(145), a smaller, simplified version with a rim diameter that is half the length of the 
former but that retains the keel-shaped profile of the rim. These bowls find parallels in 
                                                            
276 Cf. Agora XXXII, no. 1100, p. 227, fig. 34 (LRP, p. 119, no. 7, Form 70, fig. 20) and no. 1101, pp. 227-
228, fig. 34, pl. 55 (LRP, p. 120, Form 71, no. 2, fig. 20). Hayes lists the range of rim diameters for AfRS 
Form 71 as 0.09-0.16 m. (LRP, p. 120) and the range for LRC Form 2A as 0.27-0.38 m. (LRP, p. 327). 
 
277 See also LRP, p. 327, form 2, nos. 1 and 2, fig. 66; republished as Agora XXXII, nos. 1237-1238, pp. 
237-238, fig. 37. 
 
278 See LRP, p. 120-124: AfRS Form 72, early 5th century; Form 73, ca. 420-475; Form 74, third quarter of 
the 5th century. 
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early 5th century layer of Well M 2:1 (6 and 7). The remaining local fine ware from the 
smashed pottery of I-J 2-3:1 is represented by three other bowls with a variety of rim 
profiles, but also with white painted decoration. Like 144, 146 may feature a chi-rho at 
the center of its floor, but the motif painted there in white is too poorly preserved to 
identify it properly. Although this style of red-slipped pottery with white painted 
decoration appears at the agora as early as the 3rd or 4th century, it remains common 
through the early 5th century, perhaps continuing until the end of the century.279  
 Finally, the channel as a whole contained a fair quantity of LRA 3 (380 RBHS, 
6.133 kg.). Most of the amphora sherds are very fragmentary and few rims were found 
intact with handles, making it difficult to distinguish if the body sherds in the fill came 
from the one-handled or the two-handled variety of the amphora. The smashed pottery in 
particular, however, did contain one intact LRA 3 neck with two handles (149), the type 
that was found in quantity in the 5th century levels of Well L 2:2 and Well M 2:1.  
Fill around these groups of concentrated material in the channel did not contain 
large quantities of pottery, but datable fragments that were present can also support a date 
in the 5th century. One AfRS rim, Form 62B (151), appears in quantity in agora deposits 
of the late 4th century,280 but they are not unknown in 5th century contexts. One of the 
type pieces for the form is again from the late fills next to the Stoa of Attalos, from a 
context of the early 5th century, with coins of Arcadius (A.D. 395-408).281 Although this 
does not prove a 5th century date for the form or for 151, it does not exclude the 
                                                            
279 Hayes 2010, p. 25. 
 
280 LRP, p. 109. 
 
281 LRP, p. 108, Form 62, no. 15, fig. 18. 
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possibility either.282 The fill from a tunnel leading off from the channel to the west (see 
Plan 6) also confirms a 5th century date with a fragment of LR Micaceous Aegean 
cooking ware (159, Fig. 14). 
 The context pottery in the upper fill around the coin hoard does not contradict a 
date in the later 5th century that is indicated by coins of Leo I (A.D. 457-474) at this level, 
but fill contained few datable wares that might provide a precise date. Several examples 
of Attic fine ware were present once again, with two rims very similar in profile to AfRS 
Form 61 (152 and 153). The shape is very common, with a long period of production 
from ca. A.D. 325 – 450;283 however, Form 61A is not frequent in Athens until the late 
4th century, and Form 61B does not appear until about A.D. 400.284 While the in-turned 
rim of AfRS Form 61 exhibits much variation in detail, the overall shape is generally 
triangular, overhanging on the exterior. Earlier examples feature sharply in-turned rims, 
which become more vertical over time. The two local versions presented here both 
feature rather vertical rims, making it likely that they were influenced by later varieties of 
the shape. Since Form 61 was not common in Athens until the end of the 4th century, 
these pieces should therefore not be dated any earlier than ca. A.D. 400. A third rim from 
the upper fill with a thin, down-turned, grooved rim, more closely resembles AfRS Forms 
57 and 58, two 4th century forms;285 however, due to the fact that later shapes have been 
found below these levels, this rim should be dated to 5th century on the basis of its 
context. 
                                                            
282 For dates into the 5th century, see also Reynolds 1995, p. 144; Bonifay 2004, Sigillée Type 40, p. 171, 
fig. 92. 
 
283 AfRS Form 61A: ca. 325-400/420; Form 61B: ca. 400-450 (LRP, p. 107). 
 
284 LRP, p. 106. 
 
285 AfRS Form 57: ca. 325-400; Form 58: ca. 290/300-375 (LRP, pp. 93, 96). 
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 Judging from the top fill of the channel, deposition stopped by the end of the 5th 
century – no material that is clearly 6th century in date was found. Finds from this level 
are consistent with those immediately below, with a combination of securely dated 5th 
century forms:  an unglazed lamp (155, Pl. 18), an AfRS Form 61B bowl (156, Fig. 15), a 
LR Micaceous Aegean rim fragment (157, Fig. 15), and an Argolid basin (158). 
Summary 
Like other deposits, the lamps in the lower levels of the apsidal channel pulled the 
date of the so-called destruction debris from Deposit I-J 2-3:1 into the 4th century, even 
when coins and pottery allow for a 5th century date, suggesting that the context belongs to 
a chronological horizon that is similar to both Deposit K 1:4 and the wells in the Painted 
Stoa. Among the small selection of finds presented here, the coarse wares alone – 
numerous fragments of Late Roman Micaceous Aegean cooking ware and a two-handled 
LRA 3 neck –  indicate a date in the 5th century. The fine-ware pottery consists primarily 
of the Attic red-slipped ware with white painted decoration, a ware that has yet to be 
published in detail, and a closer examination of its chronology is needed; however, the 
imported forms imitated by this ware suggest a date in the early 5th century for the 
examples presented here. Like the AfRS forms in Deposit K 1:4, evidence from the 
Athenian agora for the ceramic chronology of Deposit I-J 2-3:1 relies heavily on the large 
late Roman fills that were excavated next to the Stoa of Attalos, which are very mixed, 
and conclusions about the dates of these and of subsequent deposits in which they are 
found are very tenuous, allowing for minor revisions. More recent work by Paul 
Reynolds and Michel Bonifay on the typology and chronology of AfRS using evidence 
from the Western Mediterranean also supports 5th century dates for these forms. No well-
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preserved specimens of Attic gouged jugs were recovered from this deposit, but the 
context pottery throughout the channel included small fragments of gouged jugs.286 
Although there were several large concentrations of pottery in Deposit I-J 2-3:1, it 
is possible that the apsidal channel filled gradually over the course of the 5th century, as a 
convenient rubbish pit, after the building went out of use. Although it is difficult to pin 
much of the pottery, particularly the imitations, to a specific quarter century, there does 
seem to be a general trend among the lamps from the channel toward later dates.287 Like 
the stoa wells, activity seems to have ceased by early 6th century. The presence of the 
coin hoard does make a connection to a Vandal invasion tempting, but the other material 
from the channel does not require this interpretation. 
Conclusions 
These deposits are significant when considering how Late Roman pottery – and 
therefore Late Roman deposits – have traditionally been dated and interpreted at the Agora. 
Robinson’s publication of well deposits in Agora V remains a primary reference work for 
many archaeologists. Given the age of the publication, it is problematic to use it as a source 
for determining chronology since much progress has been made with more recently 
excavated material concerning many of the coarse wares that the volume contains.  
Robinson’s Group L has previously provided support for 4th century dates for 
contexts like the stoa wells, Deposit K 1:4, and Deposit I-J 2-3:1. Robinson dates Layer III of 
Group L to the late 4th century, and this layer contained early gouged jugs, two-handled LRA 
3, and an Attic unglazed lamp – much like Deposit K 1:4. What it lacked were any fine wares 
                                                            
286 Fragments of gouged jugs were found in BZ Lots 155, 157, 158, 164, 167, 177, and 181. 
 
287 Among the broken lamp fragments in the tins, early contexts contained lamps with a thin red glaze (BZ 
Lots 180-182); only of unglazed lamps appeared in later (higher) context (BZ Lots 157-158); contexts 
between the two contained numerous fragments of both glazed and unglazed lamps (e.g. BZ Lot 167). 
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that might provide a more precise indication of the date of the deposit. However, based on 
the lamp chronology at the time, a 4th century date was logical. In light of recent adjustments 
to the Attic lamp chronology, though, that lamp can now be placed in the early 5th century.  
This is also one of the few deposits that provides evidence for Attic gouged jugs or two-
handled LRA 3 in the 4th century. As this chapter has shown, however, this chronology for 
LRA 3 cannot be supported at any other site, and the two-handled versions of the amphora 
must date to the 5th century at the earliest. If this layer is moved to the 5th century, it is more 
likely that those early Attic gouged mugs (L 38) should shift from the late 4th to the early 5th 
century as well. Other varieties of gouged jugs appear in the 4th century (M 299), but not 
these Attic versions, which are forerunners of the much more numerous 5th century series of 
Attic gouged jugs (e.g. 32-34). In Group M, two-handled LRA 3 and Attic gouged jugs show 
up only in the 5th century levels, which is a more accurate indicator of chronology. Group L, 
Layer III also contains the Boeotian and Argolid jugs (L 45 – L 47; L 48) that do not appear 
until the 5th century in other wells and that find numerous parallels in the later levels of Wells 
L 2:2 and M 2:1. Therefore, even though there are no fine wares in this layer, the assemblage 
as a whole indicates a date in the 5th century. 
When the ceramic evidence from the wells is considered in light of more recent 
research on late Roman pottery and lamps, it is clear that contexts with Attic gouged jugs and 
two-handled LRA 3 should not be dated any earlier than the beginning of the 5th century.288  
It is necessary to consider all classes of pottery in the assemblage when determining the date, 
not just the fine wares, since it is the combination of forms present in a deposit that seems to 
                                                            
288 This also has implications for the dating of the lamps from the Fountain of the Lamps at Corinth, which 
were associated with Attic gouged jugs (Wiseman 1969, p. 78), but this argument becomes somewhat 
circular. 
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distinguish the 4th from the 5th century. All of the deposits above contained some 
combination of the following markers that suggest 5th century dates: Attic gouged jugs, two-
handled LRA 3, late unglazed lamps, and Late Roman Micaceous Aegean cooking ware. 
Though not every context contained precisely datable objects such as fine wares and lamps, 
the combination of coarse wares that they do contain finds parallels in other contexts that do 
contain datable finds.  
Assemblages elsewhere in the Eastern Mediterranean support 5th century dates for 
similar combinations of ceramic finds. The late Roman well from the agora of Argos, 
published by Askold Ivantchik, not only contained examples of LRA 1A transition and Attic 
lamps of the Chione and KY workshops, much like the wells in the Painted Stoa, but the 
AfRS from the deposit was also chronologically similar to the AfRS forms that were found 
among the smashed pottery of Deposit I-J 2-3:1 (Form 61B).289 Likewise, the 5th pottery 
from the cistern at S. Giacomo degli Schiavoni contained LR Micaceous Aegean cooking 
ware, found in the earliest levels of Well M 2:1 (8) and in Deposit I-J 2-3:1 (159), as well as 
the AfRS forms found in Depoist K 1:4 (Form 68, 130) and Deposit I-J 2-3:1 (Forms 61B, 
156; 62B, 151).290 
When compared to other deposits in the Agora, the pattern is consistent – where fine 
wares are present, contexts can be dated to the 5th century where the old lamp chronology 
would pull their dates into the 4th century. When this adjustment is made, many deposits that 
were previously dated to the end of the 4th century can no longer be associated with the 
destruction of Athens at the hands of Alaric. Although one coin hoard in Section BZ might 
                                                            
289 LRA 1A transition: Ivantchik 2002, no. 114, p. 379 fig. 15. For discussion of the lamps from this 
deposit, see Ivantchik 2002, pp. 341-344. For AfRS, Ivantichik 2002, no. 109, p. 379, fig. 14 (Form 61B). 
 
290 Albarella, Ceglia, and Roberts 1993: LR Micaceous Aegean, nos. 61-70, pp. 180-184, fig. 11. AfRS 
Form 61B, nos. 5-6, p. 166, fig. 5; AfRS Form 62B, no. 7, p. 166, fig. 5; AfRS Form 68, no. 11, p. 167, fig. 
6. 
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suggest that a barbarian invasion threatened Athens in the second half of the 5th century, the 
gradual accumulation of fill both in the stoa wells and in the apsidal channel of Deposit I-J 2-
3:1 suggests continuity of activity in the area. The implications of these conclusions for the 
broader historical narrative of late Roman Athens will be discussed in the following chapter. 
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Chapter 5:  Historical Context and Conclusions 
The potential contribution of Well L 2:2 and Well M 2:1 to our understanding of 
late Roman Athens might not be immediately apparent. Numerous wells like them have 
been excavated around the agora and elsewhere, and in general terms, their contents are 
far from unique. Because so many late Roman wells filled gradually with jugs and 
amphoras over time, the pottery from Well L 2:2 and Well M 2:1, though well preserved, 
is not particularly spectacular, and most pots already have multiple parallels in the store 
rooms of the Stoa of Attalos and across the Mediterranean. Because their context is well 
preserved, however, it is possible to draw more nuanced conclusions about their function 
and chronology. In Chapter 3, it was demonstrated that even a simple method of 
quantification can illuminate certain aspects of how the wells were used over time when 
complete deposits are available for study, and this is useful for understanding the 
immediate context of the wells themselves and the later history of the Painted Stoa. In 
Chapter 4, the contents of the wells were examined within their stratified context, and an 
argument was made that some small chronological adjustments are necessary for the 
various classes of pottery that they contain. When these adjustments are made, it is clear 
that the wells offer evidence for the continuity of an active shop in the Painted Stoa from 
the middle of the 4th century to the beginning of the 6th century. These implications are 
significant for the history of the rest of the square. In this chapter, the literary and 
archaeological evidence for the assumed invasions of the Goths and Vandals at Athens 
will be re-examined in light of the results from this study of the wells, leading to an 
alternative and more positive interpretation of the Athenian agora during the 4th and 5th 
centuries A.D. 
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A traditional narrative for Athens in Late Antiquity proceeds as follows:  
beginning in the third century, Athens suffered a series of barbarian invasions that, as 
Alison Frantz says, “define clearly the end of the ancient city and its transition to the 
status of a minor provincial town, a character which it retained all through the Middle 
Ages with life disrupted to such an extent that the old pattern could never be resumed.”291 
This began with the Herulians in A.D. 267, followed by Alaric and the Visigoths in 396, 
the Vandals in the 467, and finally the Slavs in the 580s. The problem is that the evidence 
for some of these invasions – both literary and archaeological – is far from certain. The 
literary references are usually brief, vague, or sometimes contradictory. Nonetheless, 
when combined with a paradigm of decline and fall, the assumed string of catastrophes 
has driven a negative narrative for late antique Athens that may be somewhat 
exaggerated. 
The Herulian invasion of Athens in A.D. 267 has the most support in both literary 
sources and in various archaeological deposits around the Athenian agora;292 however, 
the severity of this event has also come into question recently.293 Both wells were 
installed long after the arrival of the Heruli, though, and they have little relevance to that 
issue. Nonetheless, the fact that even a well-documented event can be subject to a wide 
                                                            
291 Agora XXIV, p. 3. 
 
292 As with other invasions, literary references to the event are often brief, but Athens is usually receives 
specific mention as a city that was damaged by the Heruli. Syncellus (381, CSHB, p. 717) lists the cities 
burned and devastated by the Heruli: “Athens, Corinth, Sparta, Argos and all Achaea”. Zosimus (I.39) 
emphasizes Athens specifically in a more general report that the Heruli damaged “Greece and Athens 
itself”; likewise, Cedrenus (259, CSHB, p. 454): “the cities and even Athens”. Ammianus Marcellinus 
(XXXI.5.15-17) mentions no specific city by name, simply listing “Epirus, Thessaly, and all of Greece”.  
 
293 In the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, when the evidence for a Herulian invasion of Athens 
was primarily from literary sources, the damage caused by the Heruli was not viewed as being terribly 
severe (Wachsmuth 1874, pp. 707-724; Judeich 1931, p. 104). It was only after the excavations of the 
Athenian agora began in the 1930s and certain physical remains were interpreted as evidence for 
catastrophic destruction that a more dramatic view of the event was promoted (Agora XXIV, p. 3). For a 
more recent re-evaluation of the evidence for the Herulian invasion, see Castrén 1994. 
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range of interpretation should serve as caution when considering the tenuous evidence for 
later “barbarian invasions” at Athens.294 One of the most significant consequences of this 
event for subsequent activity in the ancient square was the construction of the so-called 
Post-Herulian Wall. Built in the second half of the 3rd century, in the aftermath of the 
Herulian invasion, the wall enclosed the Acropolis and a small area immediately to its 
north that was more easily defensible than the large circuit enclosed by the old 
Themistoklean wall.295 Built in part using material from damaged buildings, its western 
wall ran along the eastern boundary of the Classical agora, incorporating the back wall of 
the Stoa of Attalos, thereby excluding the square entirely from the newly contracted city 
limits.296 Although this wall is much earlier than the period under question here, its 
existence has had a significant impact on how later archaeological evidence in the square 
has been interpreted. 
Wells L 2:2 and M 2:1 are more relevant for the invasions of the 4th and 5th 
centuries in Athens. The periods of use for at least one of the wells (M 2:1) cover the 
brief visit of Alaric and the Visigoths to Athens in A.D. 396, and the fills from both wells 
span the time period in which an assumed invasion by the Vandals occurred (A.D. 467). 
If these events were as catastrophic as it is sometimes assumed, one might suppose to 
                                                            
294 Although Athens is mentioned explicitly in this case, the few sources for the Herulian invasion all draw 
from the writings of P. Herennius Dexippus of Athens, presumably reflecting his biases. Although all 
sources agree that Athens was sacked, Corinth, Argos and Sparta were only added by one, perhaps based 
on assumptions about vague references to Greece and Achaea in later chronicles. See Brown 2011, pp. 82-
85, 87 for discussion of the literary evidence. 
 
295 Even the direct connection of this wall to an urgent need for defense can be questioned, since it was 
built about twenty years after the archonship of Dexippus and because it appears to have been built with 
care, not in haste (see Brown 2011, p. 85). 
 
296 Agora XXIV ,pp. 5-7 and Camp 1986, pp. 197-198. Blocks from specific buildings in the agora have 
been recognized in the remains of this wall, including the Temple of Ares, the Library of Pantainos, and the 
Southwest Temple. Two coins found within the wall indicate that it was built around the time of Probus 
(A.D. 280-282) or later. 
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find some evidence for that in the well. For example, such an event might be reflected by 
a large number of wells being filled in suddenly with debris during clean-up or by wells 
going out of use for a period of time after the area was abandoned.297 In order for such 
deposits to be attributed to a major, destructive event, they would have to appear 
commonly enough to display a convincing pattern of wide-spread destruction, not merely 
in one or two wells. One would also expect to see evidence of damage among extant 
buildings that might necessitate a large clean-up operation. While there are, in fact, wells 
from this period that do have layers of dumped fill, a pattern of wide-spread destruction is 
not at all apparent in Athens during the 4th and 5th centuries. On the other hand, it is also 
possible that one should not expect to see evidence of above-ground destruction in a 
subterranean well at all; however, because evidence for sudden destruction is so scarce 
both in late Romans wells in Athens and above ground, it is necessary to consider 
alternate interpretations for the evidence that the wells do offer. Archaeological evidence 
at other sites in Greece may be more or less convincing than that at Athens, and those 
sites may have been affected by invasions to greater or lesser degrees than Athens.298  
                                                            
297 Wells and pits filled in as the result of widespread destruction and clean-up are commonly cited 
evidence for the Persian invasion of Athens in 480 B.C. (destruction debris from the Persian sack, or 
Perserschutt). A total of 16 wells and 5 pits containing destruction debris and large quantities of pottery 
dating between 490 and 480 B.C. have been documented, providing secure support for this event (Shear 
1993; see also Lynch 2011 for the detailed publication of one specific Persian destruction well). The so-
called “Kore Pit” to the northwest of the Erechtheion on the Acropolis is also likely to be Perserschutt 
(Stewart 2008, p. 406). Similarly widespread destruction has not been documented for the late 4th century 
A.D. 
 
298 At Corinth, there is archaeological evidence for 4th century damage and 5th century reconstruction, but 
this could be attributed to several causes, such as earthquakes and Christian defacement of pagan 
sanctuaries in addition to barbarian invasions. Among others, see Corinth XVIII.3, pp. 350-353; Sanders 
2004; Slane and Sanders 2005; Slane 2008; and Brown 2011. For Isthmia, see Beaton and Clement 1976, 
Wohl 1981, and Gregory 1995; cf. Jacobs 2104, p. 82. The destruction of the sanctuary, along with a hoard 
of 97 coins and a cache of pagan statuettes were originally associated with the invasion of Alaric, but more 
recent arguments connect this evidence with the construction of the Hexamilion Wall and the Fortress of 
Isthmia in the early 5th century. For Sparta, see Pickersgill 2009, pp. 296-298. Ceramic assemblages at 
Sparta demonstrate a clear change in tradition before the arrival of Alaric, and ceramic production 
continued to flourish during the 5th century there as well, with trade networks seemingly uninterrupted.  
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While physical evidence from these sites should be taken into consideration when 
examining the overall itinerary and impact of the Goths in mainland Greece, the focus in 
this chapter will be primarily on Athens. 
Alaric and the Goths 
Background and Historical Sources 
The account of Alaric and the Goths in Athens is narrated in four different 
sources. Three of the authors were alive at the time of the event:  Claudian, a court poet 
of Honorius in the West; Eunapius of Sardis, a Greek philosopher and historian who 
studied in Athens; and Jerome, a Christian theologian and historian. In addition, Zosimus, 
a historian living in Constantinople during the reign of Anastasius I, wrote about Alaric’s 
4th century invasion of Athens during the early 6th century A.D. Given their varied 
backgrounds, the accounts of these four authors are predictably contradictory, and their 
individual biases must be taken into account when evaluating the historical events in 
question. 
Before discussing how these authors treated the arrival of Alaric and the Goths in 
Athens, it is necessary to consider the politics of the Roman Empire in the decades 
leading up to A.D. 396. What follows is not intended to be a comprehensive history, but 
rather a general historical background against which to evaluate the situation of Athens in 
the late 4th century. While Agora XXIV provides useful overviews of the archaeological 
evidence for the state of Athens in Late Antiquity, the broader history of the Roman 
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Empire is given very brief treatment. Since the publication of Agora XXIV, much more 
research has been done on the history of barbarian populations and their relationship to 
Rome, which may allow for different interpretations of the archaeological evidence in the 
Athenian agora. 
The political atmosphere that led to the arrival of the Goths in Athens has its roots 
in conflicts that arose during the reign of Valentinian I and his successors in the middle of 
the 4th century.299 When the Emperor Julian died in A.D. 363, he had named no heir, and 
the military therefore raised Jovian as emperor.300  During his short reign, he negotiated a 
thirty-year truce with Persia but subsequently died in 364 on his way back from the 
East.301 His generals then named Valentinian I emperor, who ruled in the West, while 
raising his brother, Valens, as co-emperor in the East.302 The rule of Valens proved to be 
disasterous, and it provided an entry for the Goths into the politics of the Roman 
Empire.303 
Shortly after Valens rose to power, Procopius, a former Roman military 
commander, led a revolt against him with the aid of Gothic soliders, in attempt to take the 
                                                            
299 The “Goths” were not a unified political entity, but the label will be applied here for the sake of 
simplicity. Two of the main Gothic tribal confederations that had contact with the Romans during the 4th 
century were the Tervingi and the Greuthungi according to Ammianus Marcellinus (Amm. Marc. XXXI.3). 
These tribes should not be equated with Visigoths and Ostrogoths who formed kingdoms in the 5th century, 
though they are commonly conflated with these groups (Heather 1991, pp. 331-333). For social and 
political structures of the Goths, see Heather 1996, pp. 63-75. 
 
300 Amm. Marc. XXV.5. 
 
301 For the treaty, see Amm. Marc. XXV.7. The truce was not viewed favorably, as it required Rome to 
relinquish five provinces to Persia. For the death of Jovian, see Amm. Marc. XXV.10. 
 
302 Amm. Marc. XXVI. 
 
303 For a summary of interactions with the Goths under Valens, see Lenski 2002, pp. 116-152. 
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East for himself.304 The revolt was unsuccessful and Procopius was quickly defeated in 
366.  Although barbarians had been recruited as paid soldiers by the Roman Empire since 
the time of Constantine, their aid to Procopius is significant, because this was one of the 
first times that they played an active role in the internal politics of the empire by aiding 
the revolt of a usurper.305 Valens then campaigned beyond the Danube in 369 to pacify 
the region.306 Although he was successful, the Goths were still threatened at their 
northern border by the Huns, and they requested permission to enter the Roman 
Empire.307 Valens took advantage of this situation – in exchange for permission to enter 
the empire, he convinced the Goths to help him secure the northern border. The deal was 
successful, and in the years 376-378, the Goths crossed the Danube into the northern 
Balkans.308 The situation soon turned foul, however, because of the living conditions that 
the Goths faced within the empire.309 Without land and without sufficient work, they 
were not able to feed themselves, and they quickly grew angry at the treatment they 
                                                            
304 Amm. Marc. XXVI.5; Eunap. Hist. fr. 34-37 (Blockley 1983); Zos. 4.4-4.8;  Lenski 2002, pp. 68-115; 
Heather 1996, pp. 61-63; Heather 1991, pp. 101-102. 
 
305 Heather 1996, p. 63. The Goths also supported Licinius against Constantine in 321.  
 
306 Amm. Marc. XXVII.5. Lenski 2002, p. 132. Eunapius asserts that Valens campaigned against the Goths 
because their involvement with Procopius (fr. 37), but this was likely just a pretext (Heather 1991, p. 116). 
More likely, Valens used the campaign as an excuse to bolster his position as emperor and to satisfy his 
brother, Valentinian I, whose policies were hostile towards non-Roman populations (Lenski 2002, p. 127, 
139). 
 
307 Amm. Marc. XXXI.2; Zos. 4.20.3-5; Eunap. Hist. fr. 42, 59 (Blockley 1983). 
 
308 Amm. Marc. XXXI.4 
 
309 Amm. Marc. XXXI.4, XXXI.6; Eunap. Hist. fr. 42 (Blockley 1983); Zos. 4.20. Though their moralizing 
tone is strong, the sources agree that the Goths were frequently exploited as slaves, and they should not be 
discounted entirely.  (Lenski 2002, pp. 326-327). 
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received from Roman officials.310 Valens then marched to the Balkans to subdue the 
Goths, but he was killed on field at the Battle of Adrianopole in 378.311 
Following the death of Valens, Theodosius, a general from Spain, was named 
emperor in the East in A.D. 378.312 Valentinian I had died in 375, leaving his two sons, 
Gratian and Valentinian II, as co-rulers of the Western Roman Empire.313 After Gratian 
and Valentinian II died in 383 and 392, respectively, Theodosius became the last sole 
emperor of the entire Roman Empire.314 Faced with political unrest in the west after the 
death of Valentinian's sons and with the threat of the Sassanian Persians from the east, 
Theodosius once again tried to utilize the Goths who were currently struggling in the 
region of the Danube to the north. His solution in 382 was to settle the Goths in the 
Balkans while allowing them to organize themselves under their own laws and their own 
leaders at the local level, while still remaining under the larger umbrella of the Roman 
Empire. In return, they agreed to serve in the Roman military, defending the frontier.315  
They were also given land for farming and were paid a small subsidy.316 This gave the 
Goths the land and work that they needed, and it also made the region more productive 
                                                            
310 Lenski 2002, pp. 325-339; Heather 1996, pp. 130-134. 
 
311 Amm. Marc. XXXI.13; Zos. 4.24. 
 
312 Zos. 4.24. 
 
313 Zos. 4.17-18. 
 
314 Death of Gratian: Zos. 4.35. Death of Valentinian II: Zos. 4.53. 
 
315 Heather 1996, p. 137. 
 
316 Jord. Get. 27.141 – 29.146. 
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for the empire after years of unrest. 
Though the treaty with the Goths worked in the short term, this peace quickly 
became precarious. Theodosius utilized the service of the Goths in 387 to take down 
Maximus, a usurper in the West who killed Gratian in 382, and the Goths revolted in the 
Balkans soon afterward. Nonetheless, Theodosius mobilized the Goths a second time in 
392 to defeat Eugenius, another usurper.317 Although the Goths had agreed to military 
service for the empire, the manner in which they were used may have led to the unrest 
that followed.318 The Goths were typically forced to the front line of battle resulting in 
massive losses for their group, which must have been a strategic move on the part of 
Theodosius in order to minimize the Gothic population. Through their agreement with 
Theodosius, the Goths were afforded a quasi-autonomous status within the empire, but 
contemporary sources repeatedly use language that implies their servile and subjugated 
status nonetheless.319 Orosius goes so far as to state that when Theodosius defeated 
Eugenius at the Battle of the Frigidus in 394, he won two wars, one against the usurper 
and one against the Goths, due to massive casualties.320 If their population became less 
formidable, they would be less of a threat to the empire, and the Romans would have less 
reason to tolerate them within their state.321 Whatever the reason for their dissatisfaction, 
                                                            
317 Against Maximus: Zos. 4.45; against Eugenius: Zos. 4.58. See also Heather 1991, p. 183; cf. 
Liebeschuetz 1991, p. 51. 
 
318 Heather 1996, pp. 138-139. 
 
319 Heather 1991, p. 158. For examples:  Lib. Or. 9.16, “loyal slaves”; Synesius, De Regno 21.50.12, 
“suppliants”; Pacatus 12(2).22.3, “in servitude”. 
 
320 Oros. 7.35.19. 
 
321 Heather 1996, p. 139. 
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shortly after the defeat of Eugenius, the Goths revolted once more. 
Theodosius died in 395, and rule of the empire was divided once more, this time 
between his two sons, Honorius in the West and Arcadius in the East.  Because of their 
young age, however – Honorius, age 11, and Arcadius, age 17 – they ruled the empire 
only as figureheads, while de facto rule fell to older, more experienced men in high-
ranking offices: Stilicho in the West, and Rufinus, followed by Eutropius in the East. 322  
The internal political instability that resulted from the machinations of these men was a 
boon for Alaric as he demanded further concessions from the empire.323  
These are the circumstances under which the Goths invaded the Greek mainland 
in A.D. 395.324 Their poor living conditions within the empire and their intentional use as 
disposable soldiers by Theodosius may have contributed to this revolt. The historical 
sources, however, attribute partial cause to the corruption of Rufinus. Eunapius, a 
contemporary historian in the East, places a large part of the impetus behind the invasion 
with Rufinus, as evidence for his corruption with an attempt to gain power for himself: 
 
But because of his greedy and cruel ways he despised everyone and 
terrified the Emperor [Arcadius] by his close relations with the barbarians. 
Bringing heavy pressure to bear upon Arcadius to make him co-Emperor, 
Rufinus on one occasion actually introduced force of barbarians led by 
Alaric and ravaged the whole of Greece and the regions near Illyria. As a 
result it was clear to all that he was plotting usurpation. He rejoiced and 
                                                                                                                                                                                 
 
322 Zos. 5.1. 
 
323 Heather 1996, p. 143.  
 
324 While many of Alaric’s Goths must have been men who entered the Roman Empire through the treaty 
with Valens, this group probably acquired many followers of different origin as they moved. It is also not 
definite that every Goth who acquired land abandoned it to follow Alaric (Liebeschuetz 1991, pp. 51, 78-
80). 
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regarded the universal destruction as the starting point of his own attempt 
on the throne.325 
Eunapius makes reference to Alaric ravaging the “whole of Greece”, but he does not go 
into much detail concerning the state of specific cities. Eunapius also mentions the revolt 
as a precursor to the downfall of Rufinus, giving him reason to cast the event in an 
especially negative light. 326 For Eunapius, there is also an important religious dimension 
to the invasion. He also recounts the event in his Vitae Sophistarum, but there, he 
attributes their success in entering the region to the fact that certain religious ordinances 
of had been rescinded. For Eunapius, the event is therefore part of the fulfillment of a 
prophesy by the Eleusinian hierophant Nestorius concerning the overthrow of pagan 
temples, a sign of decline for traditional Athenian culture.327 
  After the death of Theodosius in 395, the Goths made their first advance into 
Macedonia and Thessaly, moving as far east as Constantinople.328 Following these events 
a brief peace was negotiated, but in 396, the Goths moved south again, this time going 
through Boeotia, targeting Athens in Achaea, and then progressing to Corinth and the 
Peloponnese.329 Stilicho finally met Alaric at Elis, forcing the Goths to retreat to the 
                                                            
325 John of Antioch Fr. 190 = Exc. De Ins. 80 (Blockley 1983). 
 
326 Zosimus also puts much of the blame on Rufinus, suggesting that he appointed Antiochus as the 
proconsul of Greece because Antiochus was corrupt enough to aid the barbarians in destroying the region 
(Zos. 5.4). Such deals with the Goths were not limited to Rufinus. Stilicho intervened in dealings with the 
Goths in the late 390s, probably as an attempt to gain more power for himself in the East, and Eutropius 
therefore negotiated with Alaric in 397, rather than conceding anything to Stilicho (Heather 1996, p. 143). 
 
327 Eunap. VSoph. 475-476. For discussion, see Brown 2011, p. 89. 
  
328 For the final years of the 4th century, see Liebeschuetz 1991, pp. 51-59; Heather 1996, p. 139; Heather 
2007, p. 168. 
 
329 Zos. 5.5. 
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north. The Roman government then met his demands for improved conditions, giving 
Alaric control of the military forces in Illyricum. The rest of the Goths appear to have 
been given living quarters in the cities of Macedonia and Dacia.330   
 
In essence, then, the Goths were not “barbarian invaders”, so much as an army 
made up of a minority group that had supported the Roman Empire by defending its 
borders as imperial federates. When the conditions promised to them were not met, they 
caused trouble for the neighboring cities of the empire in order to make themselves heard, 
possibly being goaded by corrupt Roman officials. That, however, is not the picture that 
the literary sources present when they discuss the presence of the Goths in Athens.  
Claudian, takes a dramatic view of the situation in poetic form: 
Si tunc his animis acies collata fuisset, 
prodita non tantas vidisset Graecia caedes,  
oppida semoto Pelopeia Marte vigerent,  
starent Arcadiae, starent Lacedaemonis arces,  
non mare fumasset geminum flagrante Corintho  
nec fera Cecropiae traxissent vincula matres. 
 
If the two armies had then joined battle in this temper, ruined Greece 
would not have witnessed such disaster as she did, the cities of the 
Peloponnese would still have been flourishing untouched by the hand of 
war, Arcadia and Sparta's citadel would have remained unravaged. 
Burning Corinth would not have heated the waves of her two seas, nor 
would cruel chains have led in captivity the matrons of Athens.331 
Claudian's account was surely based in historical fact, but as a poet located in the western 
empire, the reliability of his details should not be taken without question. Moreover, as 
                                                            
330 Heather 1991, p. 205; Heather 1996, pp. 143-144. No author provides a detailed account of this 
agreement, but two sources mention Alaric’s authority in Illyricum: Eutr. 2.216; Jord. Get. 535-536. 
 
331 In Rufinum II.186-191, trans. M. Platnauer, Cambridge, Mass., 1922. Claudian also mentions Alaric’s 
invasion of Achaea (though not Athens specifically) several other times: In Rufinum 2.1-12; Panegyricus 
de quarto consult Honorii Augusti, IV Hon. 461-504; In Eutropium 2.196-201; De bello Gothico 188-193, 
511-517, 610-615, 629-634. 
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far as Athens is concerned, any details of Gothic activity are quite scarce. The 
Peloponnese was apparently not “untouched” by war; the citadels of Arcadia and Sparta 
were ravaged; Corinth was “burning”. As dramatic as Claudian's account of Athens may 
be, it makes no specific mention of any physical destruction in the city.  This account 
may have influenced a letter written by Jerome in 396, the same year that the Goths 
reached Athens.332 While Jerome provides a similar impression of many Greek cities 
being harassed by barbarian invaders, including Athens, he speaks of the several groups 
collectively (Goths, Sarmatians, Huns, Vandals, and others) and offers nothing specific as 
to how each city fared.333 
The account of Zosimus is strikingly different.334 He famously describes how 
when Alaric approached the city, he was halted by apparitions of Athena and Achilles: 
 
While Alaric with his entire force was approaching the city he spied 
Athena Promachos patrolling the wall just as she can be seen in statue 
form, armed and looking capable of withstanding the invaders: she 
appeared to stand exactly like the heroic Achilles that Homer portrayed 
opposed to the Trojans when in his wrath he waged a war of revenge for 
the death of Patroclus. Alaric could not bear the sight of her, but put a stop 
to any attempt against the city and offered terms of peace through 
heralds.335 
After this offer of peace, Alaric feasted in the city and then departed, leaving Athens 
                                                            
332 Jacobs 2014, p. 69. 
 
333 Jer. Ep. 60.16. At the end of the same passage, Jerome states “It is not my purpose to write a history: I 
only wish to shed a few tears over your sorrows and mine.” Indeed, his purpose seems to have been to 
evoke feeling, rather than to report actual facts. The letter was written to console his friend, Helidorus, on 
the loss of his nephew, and the barbarians come up in his discussion of the current evils of the empire, 
which his nephew had escaped. 
 
334 A lost but partially reconstructed history written by Eunapius may have been the main source of 
Zosimus for these events (Jacobs 2014, pp. 69-70). 
 
335 Zos. 5.6.1-3, trans. J. J. Buchanan, San Antonio, 1967. 
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completely untouched.  Zosimus was writing nearly a century after the supposed attack, 
and although it is clearly a fantastic account, his assertion that Athens was left unharmed 
may have some value. The contemporary authors clearly indicate that Athens was “led in 
captivity” in one manner or another, and in many ways, these sources are probably more 
reliable than Zosimus; however, it may be possible to reconcile the various versions of 
Alaric's presence in Athens and Attica. 
 
Previous Interpretations of Destruction 
 According to Allison Frantz, the way to reconcile these accounts – that Athens 
was either damaged severely or left alone entirely –  is to consider the definition of the 
city limits at the time according to the Post-Herulian Wall.336 In 1961, Judith Binder 
interpreted some deposits in the Kerameikos near the Dipylon as destruction debris from 
the late 4th century, based on her dating of Roman lamps from Attica, tying the debris to 
the invasion of Alaric.337 Binder’s interpretation of the Kerameikos deposits was then 
taken up by Frantz and forms the core of her physical evidence for destruction in Athens 
during the late 4th century. She argues that Alaric entered Athens, inflicted damage near 
the Dipylon, and made his way to the Classical agora. When he reached the Post-Herulian 
Wall, he entered the city peacefully to bargain for its ransom, leaving the city proper 
within the walls untouched.338 
 Aside from the Kerameikos deposits, Frantz also views several other deposits in 
                                                            
336 Agora XXIV, p. 52. 
 
337 Agora VII, pp. 63-64. See also Corinth IV.2, p. 119. 
 
338 Agora XXIV, p. 52. 
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the agora as evidence for destruction at the hands of Alaric. One key building for this 
interpretation is the Stoa of Zeus along the western boundary of the square.339 Near this 
structure, a layer of fill about 0.50 m. thick accumulated on the ground that contained a 
large quantity of coins and lamps that were dated to the second half of the 4th century. 
This fill also contained several broken architectural fragments from the Stoa of Zeus 
along with many chips that were presumably produced as the building was being 
dismantled. The Temple of Apollo Patroös, to the south of the stoa, also seems to have 
gone out of use by the end of the 4th century.  
 In addition to the destruction of these buildings, Frantz argues that an odd pit 
behind the Royal Stoa makes it “almost certain” that Alaric was the cause of destruction 
in the agora at the end of the 4th century.340 This small pit contained the head of a herm 
along with eight coins that date between 383 and 395. It also showed evidence of heavy 
burning.341 Frantz dates the pit according to the latest date of the coins found within and 
associates it directly with the invasion of Alaric in A.D. 396. 
The Physical Evidence 
The physical remains that have been typically interpreted as destruction debris 
generally take one of two forms: dumped fills or damaged architecture. In the following 
discussion, this evidence is re-assessed in terms of chronology, where possible, and 
alternate explanations for why certain buildings may have been dismantled and for how 
fills that look like “destruction debris” accumulate will be explored. 
                                                            
339 Agora XXIV, p. 53-54. 
 
340 Agora XXIV, p. 54. 
 
341 Agora Deposit G 4:3. The dimensions of the pit are not much larger than those of the herm head (S 
2499, P.H. 0.35, W. 0.24, Th. 0.27 m.). 
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Well Deposits 
In her discussion of recovery in Athens after the Herulian invasion, Frantz 
provides a useful summary of the general patterns of use for Roman wells to the south of 
the Athenian agora during centuries leading up to and following A.D. 267.342 Most wells 
have a long, uninterrupted period of use up to the last half of third century A.D. (the point 
of the Herulian invasion). Shortly thereafter, a series of dumped fills in the wells indicate 
a period of clean-up and disuse. The wells gradually began to be used as sources of water 
again, and this use intensified during the 4th century. This use continues without 
interruption into the 6th century.343 Some wells then appear to go out of use around the 
first quarter of the 6th century, which Frantz associates with the closing of the 
philosophical schools in A.D. 529.344 Others continue to be used until the end of the 6th 
century, possibly being abandoned after the Slavic invasions of the 580s. Wells L 2:2 and 
M 2:1 at the north side of the square support the evidence from the wells at the south – 
both were used more or less continuously from the mid-4th or early 5th centuries into the 
6th century without major interruption. Though their functions may have changed over 
time, altering the composition of the assemblages that accumulated, the wells were not 
abandoned and their shafts served a utilitarian purpose. 
One possible exception is Agora Deposit D 12:1, a well located in a large square 
                                                            
342 Our knowledge activity above ground in the area during the Roman period is hindered first by the fact 
that these northern slopes of the Areopagus are prone to erosion, which greatly affected the preservation of 
the archaeological remains between antiquity and the modern period. Second, as is the case for many areas 
that lie on the margins of the square, this residential area underwent many phases of rebuilding, some of 
which completely removed evidence for prior phases of occupation. Wells, which can be filled in but not 
removed entirely, are therefore often the best evidence for intensity of occupation over time (Agora XXIV, 
p. 13-14). 
 
343 See also Agora XIV, p. 209. 
 
344 Agora XXIV, p. 13. 
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to the south of the Hephaisteion. While no explicit argument has promoted this deposit as 
evidence for destruction at the end of the 4th century, the suggestion has still been made 
in discussions of lamp chronology.345 With a depth of 29.8 m., this well contained a large 
span of ceramic objects, with use fillings from the 1st to the 3rd century A.D. and dumped 
fills from the late 3rd to early 6th centuries. The key layer of the well for this discussion is 
a heavy deposit of twenty-two Type XXVIII lamps excavated at ca. 16.0 m.346 All of the 
lamps were very similar, and all date from the mid to late 4th century, even with recent 
revisions to the Attic lamp chronology.347 What makes this deposit important, 
distinguishing it from the deposits discussed in Chapter 4, is that all of the lamps from 
this layer were glazed (see Ch. 4, above). This is what originally led Binder to date all of 
the lamps from the deposit earlier in the 4th century, since she hypothesized that Athenian 
lamp makers ceased to glaze their lamps after c. 360. Although she has since revised this 
chronology, the lamps have still not been dated any later than the late 4th century on the 
basis of other stylistic and contextual reasons.348 If the deposit dated any later, into the 5th 
century, one would expect to see unglazed lamps in the assemblage, as with Deposits K 
1:4 and I-J 2-3:1. The layer has no characteristics of a use deposit, and it provides the 
                                                            
345 See Karivieri 1996, p. 49, n. 3. Its status as “Alaric destruction fill” is mentioned only as conjecture, but 
no alternative interpretation is suggested. 
 
346 Agora L 2292 – L 2298, L 2366, L 2680 – L 2693. See Agora Notebook ΠΘ, pp. 2484-2485; for the 
lamp layer specifically, see pp. 2523-2524, “From Water Level to Well Deposit” (D 12:1.2). According to 
the excavator’s notes, most of the lamps were found immediately below the black bothros layer, but others 
were found scattered through the fill below. The exact thickness of the main concentration of lamps is not 
noted, but this layer as a whole covers more than 10 m., from 15.60 – 26.50 m. below the surface. 
 
347Agora VII, nos. 721, 764, 850, 963, 968, 978, 997, 998, 1020, 1029, 1425, 1607, 1694, 1712, 1721, 
1788, 1827, 1867, 2012, 2082, 2193, 2324, pp. 115-170, dates from the second quarter of the 4th century to 
the mid-4th century. Cf. Karivieri 1996, nos. 7, 10, 18, 41, 44, 46, 49, 50, 58, 59, 150, 164, 205, 227, 234, 
230, 246, 248, 257, 275, 283, 296, pp. 157-251, all late 4th century. 
 
348 Karivieri 1996, p. 49. 
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impression that a nearby lamp shop suddenly dumped a large quantity of its products into 
the well in a single event. This lamp deposit is therefore the most plausible context that 
could be claimed as Alaric destruction debris – the date is securely fixed in the late 4th 
century, and the homogeneous dump of lamps suggests a sudden abandonment of the area 
by a workshop that was located there. 
If there were more deposits like D 12:1 scattered through the area of the agora, the 
case for destruction would be stronger, but this remains an isolated example and is 
therefore insufficient to support the existence of a larger historical event on its own. 
Additionally, what is usually overlooked in discussions of the lamps is that they were 
found directly below a 0.40 m. layer of dark, black fill with no sherds – the decomposed 
remains of a latrine.349 While the well was obviously not being used as water source 
beyond the 4th century, it is quite clear that the area was not abandoned. The function of 
the well certainly changed, but 0.40 m. of black fill indicates that location of the well was 
still inhabited, and the feature continued to be used regularly for some time after the 
lamps were deposited in the well shaft. 
Architecture 
 When taken as a whole, the late Roman contents of wells to both the north and 
south of the agora provide little support for any disruption of life during the 4th and 5th 
centuries. In addition, the other physical remains above ground need not be associated 
with barbarian invasions. This section will review the final years of the old civic 
buildings and temples in the Agora during the 4th and 5th centuries and any relationship 
they may or may not have to the historical events of the late 4th century. 
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The Stoa of Zeus and the Temple of Apollo Patroös 
Following Frantz’s discussion of the breaking up of the Stoa of Zeus and the 
Temple of Apollo Patroös, she makes a statement that likely sums up the situation most 
accurately: “There is probably a direct relation between the breaking up of marble around 
the Stoa of Zeus and the Temple of Apollo Patroös and the inception of the major 
building program of the early years of the 5th century”.350 That such a relationship should 
be inferred is correct, but Frantz defaults to a narrative of destruction, arguing that the 
damage inflicted by the Goths and the destruction of old structures like the Stoa of Zeus 
created a new source of architectural material, which facilitated reconstruction in the 5th 
century. It is more likely, however, that the deconstruction of the Stoa of Zeus was a 
longer, gradual process that began earlier in the 4th century. 
 First, finds from the area such as pottery, lamps, and coins suggest that by the 4th 
century, this area was had become residential, occupied by houses whose walls have only 
been preserved in small fragments.351 Furthermore, evidence for bronze working was 
found within the 4th century levels of the Stoa annex, such as broken molds, ash, and 
fragments of bronze statuary. Although it cannot be proven, it is possible that these 
bronze workers were removing and melting down the bronze statues that stood in the 
stoa. 352 While the building may have still stood more or less intact, these finds indicate, 
at the very least, that the character of the neighborhood had undergone a drastic 
                                                            
350 Agora XXIV, p. 54. 
 
351 Thompson 1937, p. 77. The floor of the Stoa of Zeus was covered by a thick layer of 4th and 5th century 
material, suggesting that it accumulated over time. 
 
352 Thompson 1937, p. 76; Agora XIV, p. 210. 
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change.353 This sequence of dismantling and reconstruction of the actual building is 
confirmed by several blocks from the Stoa of Zeus – fragments of a marble geison and a 
triglyph –  that were incorporated into the foundation of the Square Building, a structure 
located to the north of the Temple of Ares and to the east of the Stoa of Zeus (Plan 1).354 
The building was closely associated with the Palace of the Giants and was constructed 
around the same time, in the early 5th century. In addition, lime-slaking pits were found 
between the stoa and the Square Building that seem to have been used in the construction 
of the latter.355 
The Temple of Apollo Patroös, the southern neighbor of the Stoa of Zeus, seems 
to have shared a similar fate after a sudden surge in habitation in the middle of the fourth 
century, documented by a rising ground level with coins, pottery, and lamps in stratified 
layers, which rose to the level of the temple’s euthynteria by the 5th century. 356 Although 
no destruction at the turn of the 5th century has been noted, at some point later in the 
century these levels were covered by a wide-spread layer of ash and rubbish.357 While 
this deposit is too late to be relevant to a possible invasion by the Goths, it has been cited 
in connection to the Vandals (see below). 
 What Frantz fails to consider is that the dismantling of the Stoa of Zeus and 
                                                            
353 The building was already changing in the 3rd century, as seen by a section of its cornice and several 
inscriptions that stood near the stoa that were built into the Valerian Wall (Thompson 1937, p. 23, 76). 
 
354 Agora XXIV, p. 54, 109. It is possible that blocks from the Stoa of Zeus or the Temple of Apollo 
Patroös were incorporated into the superstructure of this building as well, which does not survive today. 
That the Stoa of Zeus survived the sack of Athens by the Herulians and was still standing up to this point is 
confirmed by material of the early 5th century A.D. over its lowest floor level (Agora XIV, p. 210). 
 
355 Burning limestone converts it into quicklime (a caustic substance). When hydrated, the lime becomes 
less caustic (slaked lime) and can be used in mortar due to its adhesive properties. 
 
356 Thompson 1937, p. 115; Agora XXIV, p. 53. 
 
357 Thompson 1937, p. 115. Deposit H-I 7-8:1. 
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associated structures in the late 4th or early 5th century may have been entirely intentional 
on the part of the Athenians. The adaptation and spoliation of public buildings are well-
documented phenomena in Rome during Late Antiquity, and it is possible that similar 
processes were taking place in Athens as well.358 The term “spoliation” refers generally 
to the tearing down of structures in order to re-use their building material in other 
contexts.359 The practice was so common in Rome that it eventually became regulated by 
the state in A.D. 458, with a decree that no public building could be dismantled for parts 
except by petitioning the senate.360 Initially, this may have been an attempt to preserve 
the ornatus of the ancient city, rather than let it diminish entirely, by allowing only the 
most dilapidated buildings to be torn down so that others could be repaired.361 Over time, 
however, spoliation accelerated, leaving the imperial fora robbed of pavement and 
revetment and covered with debris, and features for processing these materials were 
installed on site, such as a bronze-working furnace in the Forum of Caesar and a lime-
kiln in the Forum of Trajan.362 
A similar picture emerges in Athens. Like Rome, Athens also had a wealth of 
crumbling public buildings that could serve as convenient quarries for building material. 
                                                            
358 For examples of re-use and spoliation of public buildings in Rome during Late Antiquity, see Ward-
Perkins 1984, pp. 203-229. 
 
359 While the term spolia typically refers to sculpture or blocks of decorative architecture, sometimes 
pillaged by some foreign enemy and re-used elsewhere, “spoliation” refers to the deconstruction of a 
building once it has ceased to serve its original purpose (Kinney 2013, p. 261). 
 
360 Nov. Maj. 4, “On Public Buildings”. For discussion, see Lafferty 2013, p. 214. 
 
361 Alchermes 1994, pp. 177-178. 
 
362 Kinney 2013, p. 266; Santangeli Valenzani 2007, pp. 121-122. The burning of architectural or sculptural 
blocks in lime-kilns goes beyond “spoliation”, which was often involved a deliberate re-use of classical 
material in a visible new context that maintained the monumentality of the urban environment. This 
utilitarian re-use of older building materials that divorces the monuments from their original nature, fits 
more closely Santangeli Valenzani’s term of “destructuralization” (destrutturazione, Santangeli Valenzani 
2007, pp. 117-118). 
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Although little is known for certain about the specific motivation behind the construction 
of the Palace of the Giants and its associated buildings in the agora, the scale of the 
building program makes it plausible that it was an imperial project.363 In this case, the re-
use of material from older buildings that had fallen out of use and were beyond repair 
may also have been sanctioned by the state – it is not necessary to presume that 
“destruction” could happen only at the hands of a barbarian invader.  
The Metroön 
The Metroön has a very interesting later history that, in certain ways, parallels the 
development of the Painted Stoa in Late Antiquity. According to Agora XXIV, the 
“building finally went out of use at the end of the 4th century, probably as a result of the 
attack by Alaric in 396.”364 It is true that the building distinctly has different phases of 
use dating to the 4th and 5th centuries, but there is no clear evidence that these phases are 
related to destruction. Rather, they provide further evidence for how these old civic 
buildings were adapted for different purposes during Late Antiquity. 
During the 4th century, the plan of the Metroön was altered to accommodate two 
distinct spaces: a room at the north was converted to a basilica form with an apse at the 
west, and the room immediately to the south contained two long pits, ca. 6-7 m. long and 
ca. 0.50 m. wide with a depth of 0.35-0.55 m.365 Both pits were blackened by fire and 
                                                            
363 Agora XXIV, p. 111. Homer Thompson prefers an interpretation of the building as an imperial residence 
rather than as a structure built to support the philosophical schools in Athens. An inscription that indicates 
the Empress Eudocia as a benefactor in Athens (Agora I 3558) may support this interpretation (Sironen 
1990, p. 374).  
 
364 The view that the Metroön was “entirely destroyed at the end of the fourth century” was also taken early 
on by T. Leslie Shear (Shear 1935, p. 351). 
 
365 Thompson 1937, p. 197; Agora XXIV, p. 25. Only these two rooms have been preserved well enough to 
distinguish anything about function. Very little architecture remains of the rooms to the south. It has been 
suggested that the building functioned as a synagogue in this phase, but that identification remains 
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contained scorched earth, covered by a layer of charcoal, ash, and numerous chicken 
bones, making quite certain that these functioned as fire pits for cooking meat on spits.366 
It is also possible that the building was not roofed at this point in time, due to the 
presence of a drain that was inserted into north side of the building at this time.367 The 
archaeological remains therefore suggest that the old Metroön was being used as a type of 
open-air tavern and that it had completely ceased to serve its original functions as the 
sanctuary of the Mother of the Gods and as the city archive.  
Around A.D. 400, the function of the Metroön changed once more. The room 
with broiling pits was covered over entirely with a mosaic floor, marking the end of the 
eating establishment.368 The northern pit contained 14 coins that date to the 4th or 5th 
century – the earliest, Constantius (A.D. 323-361); the latest, Arcadius (A.D. 395-408) – 
providing a terminus post quem for the mosaic.369 The date for the alteration of the 
northern room to the form of a basilica is not precise, and it may be more logical to 
associate that architectural change with the installation of the mosaic floor.370 Finally, 
around the same time the mosaic floor was laid in the Metroön, or shortly thereafter, the 
                                                                                                                                                                                 
speculative (Agora XXIV, p. 59). The marble fragment with an incised menorah that provided the basis for 
this argument (see Camp 1980, p. 30, but Frantz attributes the identification to Homer Thompson), has 
since been identified in the Agora archive as a fragment of a grave monument (A 4546, note signed JB, 8 
April 1982), which makes its association with the building unlikely.  
 
366 Thompson 1937, p. 197. 
 
367 Thompson 1937, p. 197. 
 
368 Thompson 1937, p. 198; Agora XXIV, p. 59.  
 
369 Thompson 1937, p. 200; Agora XXIV, p. 59. Frantz notes that, given the excellent condition of the latest 
coins under the mosaic, very little time must have passed between when the pits stopped being used and 
when the floor was laid. 
 
370 Thompson 1937, p. 200. 
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appearance of the building was aggrandized further by a series of statues at its 
northeastern corner, the bases of which have been preserved.371  
Although the date for the floor would fit an interpretation that this is evidence of 
recovery, there is no indication that any destruction came prior to when the mosaic was 
laid. If the building was, in fact, open-air at this time, it may have already been in a 
certain state of disrepair prior to the arrival of Alaric. Also, the change in use for the 
room is so complete that this installation could not qualify as a “repair”, implying that 
there was some continuity in function – it would be more accurately classified as a 
conversion. The room with the mosaic floor was altered once more during the 5th century, 
with the addition of interior walls that divided the space into three separate rooms. These 
interior walls were constructed primarily of ancient wall blocks from the New 
Bouleuterion, demonstrating once again how the old civic buildings were being re-used 
in new contexts.372 Although the mosaic floor continued to be used during this phase, the 
northernmost room indicates a return to industry or food preparation, with a stone olive 
press installed in its southwest corner.373 The old Metroön therefore appears to have had a 
very busy after-life, evolving through several different phases of use until the area was 
slowly abandoned in the 6th century. 
                                                            
371 Thompson 1937, p. 202-203; Agora XXIV, p. 26, 60. The precise nature of the statues that these bases 
supported is uncertain. Frantz makes a point to note that statues of Apollo Patroös, Hadrian, and Antoninus 
Pius were all found near the building, which could be possible candidates; however, this would undermine 
the argument that the building was converted to a synagogue even further (see note, above), since it would 
make little sense to place statues of a Greek god and two Roman emperors outside a Jewish place of 
worship. 
 
372 Thompson 1937, p. 201. There is no evidence that indicates a precise date for when this conversion 
occurred. 
 
373 Thompson 1937, p. 201. 
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The Tholos 
Finally, at the southwest corner of the square, the Tholos provides some final 
evidence for activity in the area during the late 4th and early 5th centuries. Following the 
sack of the Heruli in A.D. 267, the old headquarters of the prytaneis was reinforced with 
an outer ring of concrete, which remained in place until the building was abandoned.374 
Like the other buildings along this side of the square, Frantz associates its abandonment 
with the arrival of Alaric in 396.375 A date for this destruction is provided by the pottery, 
lamps, and other debris on the floor of the building from the time of its collapse, 
including coins of Arcadius (395-408).376 While the numismatic evidence may be 
convincing and makes a date at the end of the 4th century plausible, a well to the west of 
the Tholos suggests a continuous habitation of the area into the 5th century, as 
demonstrated by an uninterrupted fill of water jars from the 4th into the early 5th 
century.377 Although the abandonment of the well and the abandonment of the building 
do not have to coincide, the fact that the well was used into the 5th century makes it more 
likely that the coins of Arcadius support a date of abandonment in the early 5th century 
rather than at the end of the 4th.378 The latest pottery deposited in the well is 
                                                            
374 Thompson 1940, p. 54. 
 
375 Agora XXIV, p. 25. 
 
376 Thompson 1940, p. 136. Lot descriptions for these contexts are are very vague – “Roman – Late Lamps 
. . . Combed Ware” (Agora Notebook B, pp. 951-952). Without examining the pottery from these lots in 
person, it is impossible to evaluate Thompson’s chronology in light of more recent pottery research; 
however, “combed ware” usually refers to fragments of LRA 2 from the band of very narrow combing on 
the shoulder of that amphora. Although certain varieties of this type do appear in 4th century deposits 
(Agora V, M 272), the fragments with narrow combing that are typically labeled “combed ware” usually 
appear in deposits of the 5th century and later. 
 
377 Thompson 1940, p. 101. Deposit G 11:2. The well cut through an earlier cistern system. 
 
378 Thompson does not suggest that the Tholos was damaged by Alaric – he also takes the well as 
supporting evidence that the building was dismantled in the early 5th century (Thompson 1940, p. 136). 
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contemporary with the earliest layers of Well L 2:2 and Well M 2:1 – gouged jugs, both 
early and middle (P 10481, P 10420, P 10482); larger Attic jugs (M 220, M 294 – P 
10488, P 10480); and one Argolid jug (P 10419). While the wells in the Painted Stoa 
continued to be used through the 5th century, this well ceased to function in the same 
capacity, probably at some point in the first half of the 5th century. 
Other Deposits 
In addition to these buildings, other deposits have arisen that date generally to the 
late 4th or early 5th century and that have been interpreted a destruction deposits. Two 
deposits from the north side of the square have already been discussed in Chapter 4 (I-J 
2-3:1 and K 1:4), and now must be dated to the early 5th century, removing them from 
consideration as evidence for destruction in A.D. 396.  
Another group of contexts are those that featured prominently in the construction 
of the ceramic chronology for the late 4th and early 5th centuries – the series of dumped 
deposits along the east side of the Agora along the Stoa of Attalos (also discussed in 
relevance to the pottery in Chapter 4).379 Hayes first mentions the fills in a list of other 
candidates for debris from other destructions, but he refrains from interpreting these late 
fills as evidence for destruction by the Goths, noting that the “actual amount of damage 
caused by Alaric’s passing in A.D. 396 is harder to assess, since the site was, by then, 
essentially extramural.”380 He attributes the fills to the contemporary reconstruction of the 
Library of Hadrian, with the assumption that this extramural space was merely being used 
a dumping ground for the activities that were taking place within the boundary of the 
                                                            
379 Agora XXXII, “Major Late Fills”, ca. 380-430+, p. 305. 
 
380 Agora XXXII, p. 7. 
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Post-Herulian Wall. Dumping of rubbish in this area then stopped by the time that the 
Palace of the Giants was completed.381 In this case, Hayes’s interpretation of a large, 
dumped fill is probably accurate – rather than debris from destruction by a foreign 
invader, these fills represent the intentional efforts at renovation on the part of the 
Athenians. Nonetheless, he persists in assuming that the old Agora, by virtue of lying 
outside the Post-Herulian Wall, had no real value, other than as a dumping ground, until 
the completion of the Palace of the Giants, so much so, that any debris must be attributed 
to intramural activities. 
Similar evidence arises when we look beyond the ancient square. Not long after 
Agora XXIV was published, the deposits from the Kerameikos that formed the core of 
Frantz’s argument for a Gothic invasion were re-evaluated by Axel Rügler. Frantz argued 
that a dump of lamps (“Töpferschutt”) near the Dipylon at the Pompeion, dated according 
to Judith Binder’s lamp chronology in Agora VII, comprises evidence for destruction 
near the gate, where Alaric probably entered the city, causing damage there before 
proceeding to the Agora. 382 This damage then led to new construction of two new 
structures shortly afterwards – the so-called “Hallenstraβe” and “Festtor”. Rügler, 
however, argues that while the Hallenstraβe and Festtor were built in the beginning of the 
5th century, at the earliest, the latest lamps from the Töpferschutt actually date to the early 
5th century, meaning they cannot have been deposited as the result of an invasion in A.D. 
396.383 Moreover, the Töpferschutt is not a homogeneous assemblage of lamps from a 
                                                            
381 Agora XXXII, p. 7. 
 
382 Agora XXIV, p. 52; Agora VII, pp. 53, 63-64. 
 
383 Rügler 1990, p. 286. Rügler follows Wohl’s dating of the lamps from the bath at Isthmia in the early 5th 
century (Wohl 1981), pointing out that the details of the lamps from the Töpferschutt are rougher than 
those of the lamps at Isthmia, making it likely that they post-date those from the Isthmia deposit; therefore, 
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narrowly defined period, like those in Deposit D 12:1 – the dump actually contains 
material from the late 3rd to the 5th century. This makes it more likely that the 
Töpferschutt is simply the garbage dump of a nearby lamp workshop that accumulated 
gradually over time. Like many of the late 4th – early 5th century deposits from the Agora, 
this interpretation is actually more in line with the view of the original excavator in the 
early 20th century,384 before the narrative of barbarian destruction in Athens gained 
traction. This also supports a more positive view of Athens in the early years of the 5th 
century. Rather than a hasty recovery after misfortune, the deposits near the Dipylon 
suggest that the lamp shops were leveled intentionally so that the Hallenstraβe and the 
Festtor among other features near the Sacred Gate could be constructed.385 
A Revised Narrative 
When one considers the new evidence from the Painted Stoa – that of an active 
wine shop that continues from the 4th into the 6th century – other deposits from the 
Athenian agora begin to look less like destruction debris. Many of these were excavated 
in the early 20th century, and context pottery and lamps are not always available in 
quantity to secure their dates, but when the narrative of barbarian destruction is removed, 
it is possible to interpret these deposits in a new light. Although the Classical agora is 
only one small area of late Roman Athens, the sample of deposits may be large enough to 
                                                                                                                                                                                 
even if Wohl’s chronology is too low, it is still unlikely that the Töpferschutt lamps date to the 4th century. 
The deposit contains at least two unglazed lamps (Rügler 1990, nos. 1 and 4, pp. 291-292). Böttger 
confirms the date for the end of the Pompeion complex at c. A.D. 415, and the beginning of the Chione 
workshop thereafter (Kerameikos XVI, p. 77). 
 
384 Kübler 1928, p. 181; Kübler 1952, p. 100. 
 
385 Rügler 1990, p. 290. The Sacred Way appears to have functioned throughout Late Antiquity, being used 
for processions into the 5th century. A decline does not begin until later in the century, with buildings going 
out of use at the end of the 5th century or the beginning of the 6th (Bazzechi 2014, pp. 343-346, 348-349). 
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warrant a reconsideration of our historical interpretation of the events surrounding 
Alaric's supposed invasion of Athens. 
When Claudian moans that the matrons of Athens were “led in captivity” it is not 
necessary to interpret this as a reference to wide-spread physical destruction. Prior to the 
peace that was negotiated in 382, the Goths had taken over cities in Macedonia and 
Thrace, but rather than sack the cities, they simply demanded a small tribute.386 Keeping 
in mind that one of the major reasons for Gothic revolts in the later 4th century was a lack 
of land and food, this strategy makes sense. If they were to sack a city, that city would 
have nothing more to offer them; however, tribute can be extracted multiple times and 
could have sustained their group for a longer period of time.387 Given the lack of specific 
references to physical destruction in Athens, it is possible that the Goths utilized a similar 
tactic there and that the city itself was left untouched. 
This is not to suggest that the Goths left the Greek mainland completely 
unharmed. Even Zosimus, who claims they left certain cities entirely unscathed, records 
that they utterly destroyed the countryside, killing men, and taking women and children 
as plunder.388 When it came to larger cities, however, it seems that Alaric's strategy was 
to beseige them, cutting off their supplies until they surrendered. If he lacked the 
manpower to take a larger, fortified city, a seige may have been the more efficient 
method. This appears to have been his plan for Thebes – Alaric did not sack the city on 
his way through Boeotia because of its fortification, and supposedly he did not want to 
                                                            
386 Zos. 4.31; Jacobs 2014, p. 72. 
 
387 Heather 1991, p.153. 
 
388 Zos. 5.5. 
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take the time to besiege them “in his zeal to capture Athens”.389 He then applied the same 
logic to Athens. Though Athens was a fortified city, Alaric knew that it would be easy to 
seize the Piraeus, thereby cutting off the supply to Athens and forcing the city to 
surrender quickly.390 This is the last thing that Zosimus says before his description of 
Athena and Achilles before the city walls, and he gives no indication that such a siege 
actually happened. It is significant, however, that although he credits the salvation of 
Athens to a supernatural event, he also suggests that Alaric never really planned to bring 
widespread destruction to the city in the first place. If Alaric took the Piraeus in the 
course of his sweep though the Greek world in which he plundered other smaller towns 
or villages, it would surely inspire dramatic description by contemporary writers who 
were looking to demonize the “barbarian invaders” and the corrupt politicians of the 
eastern empire who helped them. Those authors do not provide any details of the actual 
event, however, and there is no explicit indication that Alaric even reached the city 
center. It is essential, therefore, that we use an especially critical eye when interpreting 
any archaeological evidence that may be associated with this event in or around the 
ancient agora. The “invasion” of Alaric and the Goths may have been a brief event that 
left no physical mark on the city of Athens but that coincided with the beginning of 
revival in the old city beyond the Post-Herulian wall. 
Based on the new evidence from the Painted Stoa presented here, the narrative of 
destruction and revival of the late 4th and early 5th century Agora must be revised. Rather 
than assuming that the debris around the square must have come from intramural 
                                                            
389 Zos. 5.5. 
 
390 Zos. 5.5. Jacobs points out that it is also unlikely that imperial authorities would take no action for an 
entire year if Alaric were actually burning cities throughout Greece (Jacobs 2014, pp. 73-74); therefore the 
accounts of destruction in other cities may be exaggerated as well. 
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reconstruction, it is more likely that it was produced by new construction on site – 
namely, the Palace of the Giants. While such a large construction project surely 
encouraged further development of the area, evidence from Section BH suggests that new 
commercial activities were taking place along the northern boundary of old Agora by the 
middle of the 4th century with stalls built within the colonnade of Painted Stoa and wells 
installed within those rooms. Based on the evidence from within the wells – jugs and 
amphoras in quantity along with numerous small coins – these rooms in the stoa 
functioned as shops that served wine and perhaps some food.391 The evidence from the 
buildings along the west side of the square (above), also supports the notion of a busily 
inhabited area with places of commerce, industry, and possibly residences. The 
construction of a large complex may therefore be the result of this revival, rather than its 
beginning. Although this area lay beyond the Post-Herulian Wall, a rebuilding of the 
Valerian wall under Justinian (A.D. 527-565) suggests that this area had become 
important enough again by the middle of the 6th century to warrant fortification.392 
One factor that seems to have driven scholars towards an earlier 4th century date 
for many of these so-called “destruction deposits” is the numismatic evidence. Although 
the ceramic evidence for dating can often be ambiguous in this period, one chronological 
marker that most of these context have in common is that they contained coins of 
                                                            
391 An analysis of the numerous bones from Well L 2:2, particularly pig mandibles, is forthcoming. 
Although the jugs and amphoras were used for drawing water from the wells, presumably their primary 
functions were to store or serve wine. 
 
392 Jacobs 2014, p. 75. Baldini Lippolis (1995, pp. 171-175) dates this reconstruction of the Valerian wall 
somewhat earlier, at the end of the 5th century, but this would only strengthen the view that the western part 
of the city that had been excluded from the Post-Herulian Wall had been re-invigorated by that time. The 
Valerian wall enclosed about 150 ha. in comparison to the 13 ha. of the Post-Herulian Wall (Jacobs 2014, 
p. 74). Built during the reign of Valerian (A.D. 253-260), the wall follows the circuit of the 5th century B.C. 
Themistoklean wall, widening at the east to include the urban expansion there (Theocharaki 2011, p. 84). 
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Arcadius. Arcadius was co-ruler of the eastern empire under his father from A.D. 383 to 
395, and sole ruler in the east from 395 to 408. Coins of Arcadius would therefore have 
been minted A.D. 383-408, though some can be dated more precisely within that period. 
Among the contexts considered for this project, coins of Arcadius were found among the 
smashed pottery of Deposit I-J 2-3:1,393 the “Major Late Fills” from which Hayes drew 
many specimens for his typology and chronology of late Roman imported fine wares,394 
the late phases of the Metroön,395 the late phases of the Tholos,396 and the Hallenstrasse 
in the Kerameikos.397 Finally, the one partially legible coin from the earliest levels of 
Well M 2:1 may also be a coin of Arcadius (N 78660). Because these coins could 
indicate a 4th century dates for these deposits, it appears that it was often assumed that 
they must, due to past assumptions about associated lamp and pottery chronologies, and 
because this suited the historical narrative of destruction in A.D. 396 that had been 
gleaned from literary sources. Even if one were to take these coins as precise indications 
of date for these deposits, they provide just as much support for a date in the 5th century, 
since most date as late as A.D. 408. When determining chronology, however, coins 
should not always be taken at face value for their relevance to the date of a specific 
deposit. Coins only provide a terminus post quem for archaeological contexts, indicating 
only the earliest at which associated finds might have been deposited. It could take years 
                                                            
393 Shear 1997, p. 511. 
 
394 Agora XXXII, p. 305. 
 
395 Thompson 1937, p. 200; Agora XXIV ,p. 59. 
 
396 Thompson 1940, p. 136. 
 
397 Rügler 1990, pp. 286-287. 
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or even decades for a coin to be deposited in the ground after its issue,398 and therefore, 
nothing prevents these coins from supporting 5th century dates for any of these contexts, 
even if they were minted closer to 383 than to 408.  
The Vandals 
Background and Historical Sources 
 Literary evidence for a possible invasion of Athens by the Vandals is limited to a 
single, vague sentence in Procopius’s Wars: 
Ίλλυριοὺς οὖν ἐληίζετο καὶ τῆς τε Πελοποννήσου τῆς τε ἄλλης Ἑλλάδος 
τὰ πλεῖστα και ὅσαι αὐτῇ νῆσοι ἐπίκεινται. 
 
And so he [Geiseric] plundered Illyricum and the most of the 
Peloponnesus and of the rest of Greece and all the islands which lie near 
it.399 
 
The context of this sentence is a discussion of the conquests of the Vandal king, Geiseric, 
after the Vandals had sacked Rome in A.D. 455. By this point, under Geiseric’s 
leadership, the Vandals had moved into Africa from Gaul and Spain (429) and captured 
Carthage (439), violating a peace that had been negotiated with the Roman Emperor 
Valentinian in 435, which had given the Vandals control over Mauretania and Numida.400 
                                                            
398 For further discussion, see Sanders 2003, pp. 386-387. A late Roman house in the Panayia Field at 
Corinth had a series of five floor levels that contained twenty-five coins, twelve of which were minted in 
the second half of the 4th century and seven in the 4th or 5th centuries. On the earliest floor of the building, 
however, was a coin of Valentinian III (A.D. 425-455), placing the date of the building in the mid-5th 
century. Most of the coins in these layers therefore had to have been in circulation for decades before 
deposition. Wohl also makes this point in her discussion of the lamp deposit from the Roman bath at 
Isthmia, where most coins found in contexts for the late (5th century) activity at the bath date to the second 
half of the 4th century. One of the latest coins from this phase of the bath, was a coin of Arcadius, c. 395-
408 (Wohl 1981, no. 15, p. 124). 
 
399 Procop. Vand. III.5.23; trans., Dewing 1916. 
 
400 Carthage: Procop. Vand. III.3.23-35; treaty with Valentinian: Procop. Vand. III.4.13-20; Isid. Historia 
Vandalorum 74. For discussion, see Heather 2007, p. 286-298. The presence of the Vandal sea power in 
North Africa was a threat to both the eastern and western empire in terms of its consequences for African 
exports and tax revenues (Mitchell 2007, p. 204). 
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After a failed expedition from the east by Theodosius II against the Vandals in Africa in 
441, a treaty of peace was once again negotiated with the Roman west, giving the 
Vandals control over Proconsularis and Byzacena, while Rome regained control of 
Mauretania and Numidia.401 Though the treaty improved relations between the empire 
and the Vandals temporarily, the peace was temporary. Geiseric set out against Italy, 
taking Rome in 455 and making annual raids against Italy and Sicily thereafter.402 When 
Roman territories to the west had been exhausted, he turned his attention to the eastern 
empire, invading the Greek islands and the Greek mainland, where the city of Athens 
may have fallen in his course. 
 Procopius, writing in the middle years of the 6th century, is primarily concerned 
with the succesful campaigns of the Emperor Justinian against the Vandals in the 530s, 
leading to the fall of Carthage in A.D. 534. When writing about the background of the 
Vandals and their prior conquests, he is therefore quick to attribute their previous 
successes to the negative attributes in the character of their leader. Geiseric’s motivation 
for invasions are attributed to two main things:  greed and religion. Procopius asserts that 
Geiseric sacked Rome “for no other reason than that he suspected that much money 
would come to him” and follows with a vivid description of how he stripped the imperial 
palace of its valuables.403 Greed is also raised as the reason that he enslaved wealthy 
Libyans back in Africa, distributing their estates among the Vandal population, and as the 
reason that he eventually turned his attention to the East.  
                                                            
401 Moorhead 2001, p. 50; Mitchell 2007, p. 112-113. Relations improved somewhat following this treaty, 
with a grain tribute sent to Rome and Geiseric’s son Huneric sent as a hostage, who was later betrothed to 
Eudocia, the daughter of Valentinian III (Heather 2007, p. 292).  
 
402 Procop. Vand. III.3.22. 
 
403 Procop. Vand. III.5.4-9. 
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After Procopius mentions Geiseric’s attack on Greece, however, he inserts an 
anecdote about a conversation between Geiseric and one of his crewmen during their 
continued invasions of surrounding territories. When the man asked Geiseric against 
which men in the world he ordered them to go, Geiseric replied “Plainly against those 
with whom God is angry.”404 Here, Procopius alludes to Geiseric’s strong Arian beliefs 
and his persecution of Catholicism, suggesting that he used religion as justification for 
making arbitrary raids on surrounding areas.405 
The overall impression that Procopius provides of the Vandals, then, is that they 
were a destructive group, driven by greed and religious zeal to target other cities 
arbitrarily. While this profile and his descriptions of activities carried out by the Vandals 
in other areas would certainly make it plausible that they inflicted serious damage on the 
Greek mainland in the 460s, Procopius never states explicitly that the Vandals even went 
to Athens during their raids in Greece. In fact, the single sentence quoted above is the 
only sentence in his text that indicates that the Vandals went to Balkan peninsula at all, 
while their exploits in the west were chronicled in much more detail. Although this is not 
necessarily indicative of scale for any of these events, the very brief mention of the 
Vandals in the east may suggest that any destruction caused by the group was less severe 
than that in the west. Nonetheless, this has not prevented an interpretation of the 
archaeological record that presumes a destructive visit of the Vandals in Athens during 
the third quarter of the 5th century. 
 
                                                            
404 Procop. Vand. III.5.25. 
 
405 Like many religious conflicts, the anti-Catholicism of the Vandals probably had a political component, 
which allowed them to exert greater control over their territory in Africa (Moorhead 2001, pp. 54-56). 
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Previous Interpretations of Destruction 
Alison Frantz and Agora XXIV 
In Agora XXIV, Frantz admits that the single passage from Procopius concerning 
the Vandals is inconclusive as evidence for their presence in Athens during the 5th 
century; however, Vandal destruction remains her only suggestion as an explanation for 
some confusing deposits of debris in the Agora that date to about 460-485.406  
The physical evidence for destruction that Frantz finds in the Agora itself is very 
minimal and limited to two main deposits.407 First, a deposit of ash and debris was 
excavated “over and in front of” some of the buildings along the west side of the square. 
A second similar deposit was found over the southeast corner of the Palace of the Giants. 
She also suggests that the Square Building, associated with the Palace of the Giants, may 
have been damaged by the attack, along with the Painted Stoa. One final piece of 
evidence that she uses to support her argument is an inscription from Megara that 
mentions a benefactor named Diogenes, who funded the repair of some fortifications and 
the renovation of a bath.408 Because Edmund Groag places the career of this Diogenes 
either during the reign of Leo I (A.D. 457-474) or early in the reign of Zeno (A.D. 474-
491), he associates repairs mentioned in this inscription with destruction by the Vandals 
in Megara in 476.409 Frantz therefore takes Groag’s premise one step further, arguing that 
if the Vandals reached Megara, which lies down the main road to the west of Athens, 
                                                            
406 Agora XXIV, p. 78. 
 
407 Agora XXIV, p. 78. 
 
408 IG VII, 26 ( = SEG XIV, 379). 
 
409 Groag 1946, pp. 77-78. 
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then they are likely to have gone all the way to Athens itself.410 
There are several problems with this interpretation, some of which Frantz could 
not have been aware at the time. One weakness is that much of her evidence comes from 
only two deposits. As with the case of Alaric, ash and debris could signal destruction by 
an enemy, but the evidence is not widespread enough to make a convincing case for a 
single, large, destructive event. Moreover, she points out that this “destruction” was 
followed immediately by a surge in building activity which included an aqueduct with the 
watermills and the Long Late Roman Wall along the east side of the square, along with 
the rebuilding of the second floor at the southeast corner of the palace.411 If little time can 
be seen to have passed between the “destruction” and the surge in building activity during 
the second half of the 5th century, it seems just as plausible that some of this new 
construction could be responsible for the creation of ash and debris, if only because it was 
displacing other shops, houses, or workshops (see more on the west side of the square 
below). Also, while the reconstruction at the southeast corner of the palace could 
reasonably be associated with prior damage, the other new constructions along the east 
side of the square are not associated with previously existing structures – it is simply new 
development. Although it may appear that little time passed between any of these events, 
ceramic chronologies are not precise enough for this period to determine a date any 
narrower than quarter century, if that. These supposed destruction deposits could 
therefore be the result of events that occurred 1, 5, or 10 years apart, such as fires, 
barbarians, renovation, or anything else, while providing little indication of the sequence 
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411 Agora XXIV, p. 78. 
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in which they occurred or whether the events were contemporary or not. 
Frantz’s reasons for including the Square Building with this “destruction” are 
unclear as she offers little explanation for doing so. She cannot be faulted for 
hypothesizing that the Painted Stoa may have been a casualty of an attack, however. By 
the time that Agora XXIV was published, only the northwestern corner of the stoa had 
been excavated, and very little was known about the rest of the building. Furthermore, the 
Long Late Roman Wall that was built running to the northwest from the watermills 
contained blocks that likely belonged to the stoa, suggesting that it had begun to be 
robbed for building material by that point.412 This wall has been dated to the third quarter 
of the 5th century by a rouletted red-slipped plate that was embedded in its masonry, 
placing its construction right around the time of the supposed invasion by the Vandals.413 
Because the wall also included fragments from the Painted Stoa, it was logical to assume 
that the building might have been damaged in the third quarter of the century, perhaps by 
invading barbarians. Evidence from more recent excavations of the stoa have shown this 
conclusions to be invalid, however – particularly the evidence presented in this paper – 
and the status of the Painted Stoa in the 5th century must be re-evaluated. 
Finally, while evidence from the Diogenes inscription at Megara does show 
evidence of repairs and renovation at that city during the second half of the 5th century, 
there is no reason that this activity had to be prompted by an invasion by the Vandals. 
While an attack certainly remains a possibility, it is not the only possible explanation. 
                                                            
412 Agora XXIV, pp. 55, 78.  
 
413 Agora P 20037; Agora XXIV, p. 81, pl. 72d. This fragment is from the floor of an unidentified red-
slipped plate. It was not included in Hayes’ publication of fine-ware imports of the Roman period (Agora 
XXXII), but on the object’s catalogue card at the agora, Hayes confirms its date as “mid-3rd ¼ 5th (i.e. after 
450)” in a note dated to 1971. This date implies that the object must be LRC – LRC Forms 1, 2, and 3A do 
not feature rouletting on the floor, meaning this fragment must be Form 3B or later, which begins around 
the mid third quarter of the 5th century (see LRP, p. 329). 
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Buildings and walls age and require repairs, and without additional evidence of 
destruction, it seems unwise to assume that an invasion is the only possible explanation 
for this inscription. To argue that it provides evidence for an invasion in Athens requires 
an even greater leap in logic. Also, the chronology for the service of Diogenes is very 
speculative. The Megara inscription could date as early as the 450s or as late as the 480s, 
making its association with a specific year highly arbitrary.  
John Hayes and Agora XXXII 
 
 Admittedly, Frantz was drawing the best conclusions possible from the data 
available to her at the time, but regardless of how speculative her conclusions may be 
(which she herself acknowledges), the possibility of a Vandal invasion in Athens became 
more solidified in subsequent scholarship, especially in the area of ceramic chronology. 
Fixed points for pottery and lamp chronology in the later 5th century are few, and the 
possibility invasion and destruction by the Vandals provided a promising benchmark for 
fine wares and lamps from this period, especially when dumped fills with no other known 
historical explanation were excavated in the agora. 
 Like Frantz, John Hayes acknowledges the tentative nature of the “presumed 
Vandal” invasion at Athens in 467 and the paucity of ceramic evidence from this period, 
but this does not prevent him from associating the ash deposit on the west side of the 
agora with a Vandal incursion.414 Deposit H-I 7-8:1 comprises “accumulated debris on 
the west side of the market square,” according to the Agora archive. The deposit was 
originally discussed by Homer Thompson in a report on the buildings along the west side 
of the Agora, shortly after their excavation, and taken up further by Frantz in Agora 
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XXIV (above).415 Thompson acknowledges layers of rubbish with some burning, but he 
does not associate it with destruction. According to Thompson, the area along the Temple 
of Apollo Patroös and the Stoa of Zeus lay unused following the Herulian invasion of 
A.D. 267 but began to be inhabited again by the middle of the 4th century. The ground 
level rose, accumulating coins, pottery, and lamps, above which was a layer of ash, 
mixed with earth and pottery. In Thompson’s view, the rubbish was probably “thrown out 
of some neighboring factory or workshop,” noting that the coins found in the fill indicate 
that it accumulated during the first half of the 5th century.416 
 This deposit was analyzed in more detail by John Hayes, who added related layers 
to the deposit around the year 2000.417 H-I 7-8:1 is listed in Agora XXXII as destruction 
debris from the Stoa of Zeus, dated to ca. A.D. 460-480, and the context provides 
examples for 57 pieces of imported pottery in that publication, including African Red 
Slip, Late Roman C, and a variety of other late Roman fine wares.418 About 10 objects 
are “residual”, dating to the first half of the 5th century or earlier, but most other objects 
are dated to the third quarter of the 5th century, or even more specifically to ca. 460-475, 
by the deposit.419 
                                                            
415 Agora XXIV, p. 78; Thompson 1937, p. 115. A description of the deposit is inserted into his discussion 
of the Temple of Apollo, between his reports on the Stoa of Zeus to the north and the Metroon to the south, 
but the deposit of rubbish and ash extends from the southern end of the stoa, over the euthynteria of the 
temple, where it measured 0.70 m. deep. From the temple, it extends about 10 m. to the east. 
 
416 Thompson 1937, p. 115. The latest coins from the deposit date to the reign of Leo I (457-474). See also 
Agora XXXII, p. 299. 
 
417 Agora Deposit Summary for H-I 7-8:1: “Related layers added 1999/2000 (JWH), e.g. ‘Gravelly layer 
above burning’, ‘Clearing Classical floor’, ‘Lowest level above bedrock’, ‘Below burning, etc.” 
 
418 Agora XXXII, p. 299. 
 
419 Presumably, these dates can be supported by evidence from other sites, but H-I 7-8:1 and its 
interpretation as Vandal destruction debris seem to play a large role in assigning such specific dates to 
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 Hayes’s re-evaluation of the Deposit H-I 7-8:1 may have been driven by Arja 
Karivieri’s publication of Attic lamps in 1996.420 In it, she draws a very speculative 
connection between the deposit and the Vandal raid with little support other than that the 
deposit contained a large number of coins up to Leo I (A.D. 457-474) along with a large 
quantity of pottery and lamps. Her enthusiasm for this interpretation, however, seems to 
be driven by the “most spectacular find group” from this area (H-I 7:1) that contained 
fifty lamps that “could plausibly have been buried around the middle of the 5th century.” 
She speculates further that these lamps may have been “buried under the threat of Vandal 
attack by a person who wished to preserve his good collection of lamps for future use.”421 
As nice as this story might sound, it has very little support, and the likelihood of someone 
hoarding lamps to protect them from an invader is rather implausible (as opposed to a 
hoard of coins for instance). Like the Töpferschutt from the Kerameikos, these lamps are 
more likely the refuse of a neighboring workshop, as Thompson originally suggested in 
1937. 
A Revised Narrative 
The evidence for a Vandal invasion of Athens during the third quarter of the 5th 
century, both literary and archaeological, is extremely tenuous. The one textual reference 
is so vague that no isolated archaeological context – especially in Athens –  should be 
                                                                                                                                                                                 
much of the material cited from this deposit. The notes to the essays in Agora XXXII offer parallels for few 
objects from H-I 7-8:1. 
 
420 Prior to Karivieri’s work on these lamps (Karivieri 1996), the contexts that make up Deposit H-I 7:1 
were not assigned to a single deposit. Karivieri is the one who drew them together and had a deposit 
number assigned to their associated artifacts; however, it is not standard practice of the Agora excavators 
(past or present) to assign a discrete Deposit number to contexts like these that are spread out and mixed. 
There is a great need for the context pottery from these lots to be re-evaluated by someone more familiar 
with the excavation and with the ceramic material. 
 
421 Karivieri 1996, p. 57. 
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interpreted as “destruction debris” and associated with this assumed historical event 
without substantial evidence from other deposits. At the very least, other explanations for 
such deposits should not be excluded. 
While the ceramic evidence from the wells does not offer precise dating for the 
second half of the 5th century due to the large quantities of coarse wares, what does seem 
clear from these deposits is that activity was continuous throughout the century. There are 
no major dumped fills, and the pottery provides a picture of busy a shop in the Painted 
Stoa that functioned without disturbance into the 6th century. Like the deposits that were 
previously associated with destruction by Alaric and the Goths, deposits viewed as 
Vandal destruction debris should also be viewed as part of an ever-evolving landscape in 
the ancient square that involved building, re-building, and re-use of older structures. 
While a historical event is a convenient way to anchor ceramic chronology, without 
multiple types of physical evidence (ceramic, numismatic, architectural, epigraphical) 
that are supported by explicit textual references, any such association is risky. I do not 
presume to have a better chronology for pottery of the later 5th century A.D. at this point, 
but as more deposits of similar date are excavated at the Athenian agora and elsewhere in 
the Mediterranean, the basis of the chronology for lamps and fine wares of this period 
should be continually questioned and re-examined. 
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Conclusions 
 
The problem of interpreting the archaeological deposits of late Roman Athens is 
illustrated best by considering a more modern example. In 1985, Anthony Snodgrass 
recognized the problematic relationship between physical remains and textual narratives, 
drawing an analogy between evidence from the Graeco-Roman world and 20th century 
Geneva: 
 
On 1 May 1951 the Grand-Théâtre de Genève was destroyed by fire. On 4 
August 1964 the Bâtiment Electoral, only 250 meters away, suffered a similar 
fire. Consider the plight of the future excavator of Geneva. He extends his 
soundings far enough to discover traces, first of one fire and then of the other. He 
possesses sufficiently detailed historical records to know that World War II 
lasted, in Europe, from 1939 to 1945, and that the frontier of a country involved 
in the war, France, ran within less than five miles of Geneva. His knowledge, in 
short, is about on a par with ours in respect to Classical Antiquity. He is, 
therefore, unlikely to be able to distinguish, in terms of purely material culture, a 
chronological interval as fine as that between 1945 and 1951, nor perhaps that 
between 1951 and 1964. If we further assume that his lines of reasoning also 
follow those of the present-day Classical archaeologist (admittedly a pessimistic 
hypothesis), then we can confidently predict the conclusion at which he will 
arrive. It is perverse (he reasons) not to link the two fires, so close to each other 
in space and time, with the same episode; and since the most cursory examination 
of the historical record will point to an obvious historical occasion for that 
episode, his reconstruction is easily completed. Geneva suffered, in the course of 
the war, a bombardment severe enough to burn two of its main public buildings; 
and (since his readers will expect this of him) he must also speculate as to 
whether this happened by accident or, more interestingly, because Switzerland, 
which he probably knows to have been neutral through a least part of the war, 
eventually decided to take sides. Archaeology will thus have fruitfully enlarged 
on the bare documentary record.422 
 
Deposits of the 4th and 5th century A.D. in the Athenian agora should be approached as if 
they were like the Geneva fires. Given the paucity of explicit historical references for an 
invasion either by the Goths or by the Vandals, a connection to these assumed events is 
neither the simplest nor the most obvious explanation for the numerous dumped fills or 
minor repairs to buildings in the agora in the 4th or 5th century. When vague literary 
                                                            
422 Snodgrass 1985, p. 197. 
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references offer the best insight to the history of city, it is natural to cling to them, but 
broad political issues are not always reflected in the material culture of daily life.  
As far as archaeological interpretation is concerned, it seems that the early 
excavators were often more accurate in their conclusions for many otherwise 
unexplainable deposits – that most are simply everyday trash – but whether this is 
because they did not consider potential historical associations at that point or whether 
they preferred to be conservative in their observations is unclear. While Agora XXIV 
synthesizes a large amount of archaeological and historical data, this publication may 
have had the unintentional effect of narrowing the historical narrative for the Athenian 
agora during Late Antiquity too far. The suggestion of potential destruction deposits was 
quickly taken up by scholars studying ancient ceramics while searching for fixed points 
in an admittedly difficult period for chronology, and this promoted the existence of 
destruction debris even further. Excavators in the Athenian agora were also more likely to 
view large dumps of pottery of the 4th or 5th century as destruction debris, when they 
might not have been inclined to do so otherwise.423 While the possibility remains that an 
incursion by the Goths or the Vandals left its mark on Athens, their arrival cannot have 
been dramatic enough to cause any widespread damage, at least not in the ancient 
agora.424 
The simplest way to interpret the various deposits of rubble and pottery around 
the agora is to view them as evidence for an active, thriving city during the 4th and 5th 
                                                            
423 Deposit I-J 2-3:1: Shear 1997, pp. 510-511. The argument for Deposit K 1:4 as destruction debris was 
not made explicit in publication, but it was considered to be such at least on an informal basis. An 
additional late Roman well deposit (T 22:3), excavated in 2003, was also assumed to be Alaric destruction 
debris in a preliminary end-of-season report, though it also can be dated to the 5th century now on the basis 
of its lamps and pottery. 
 
424 For similar observations concerning the presence of the Goths at Corinth in the late 4th century, see 
Brown 2011, p. 94. 
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centuries. Few deny that the 5th century brought renewed prosperity to Athens, but a 
sudden burst of growth following a barbarian raid makes little sense, even in terms of 
reconstruction. Much as the art of Late Antiquity should not be viewed in terms of 
decline but rather as a new aesthetic that combined traditional forms with innovation, the 
archaeology of the 4th and 5th centuries in the Athenian agora should be viewed in terms 
of re-invention. While the aging structures of the old Athenian democracy were 
renovated or dismantled, new architectural forms emerged across the square. This process 
of transformation likely created huge amounts of debris that covered old buildings and 
filled pits or wells as the function of inhabited spaces changed. Fires or any other manner 
of accident may have occurred, that led to the appearance of “destruction” in the 
archaeological record. If the wells of the Painted Stoa are any indication, this process 
began in the middle of the 4th century, accelerated in the early 5th, and peaked during the 
second half of that century, before a slowing in the 6th century. Evidence from buildings 
around the square, such as the Stoa of Zeus, the Metroön, and the sprawling Palace of the 
Giants appears to confirm this and should be seen as the result of the momentum gained 
in the 4th century, rather than a resurgence after a brief hiccup of destruction. Though the 
old buildings faded along with their original civic functions, their materials were re-used 
to create new architectural forms that supported a new range of industrial and commercial 
activity.  
Unlike earlier periods of Athenian history, there are no historians, philosophers, 
or playwrights who offer clues as to who built specific buildings in the old agora, how the 
buildings functioned, or by whom they were frequented. The archaeology, however, 
offers a wealth of information. The large houses on the slopes of the Areopagus are one 
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indication that the upper classes of Athens were thriving again, and epigraphical sources 
indicate that they were vibrant enough by the 4th century to fund several new projects 
throughout the city.425 Industry had also revived -- the abundance of Attic lamps from 
this period and their widespread export testify to a thriving lamp industry that functioned 
without interruption through the 5th and 6th centuries. The watermills installed along the 
east side of the agora also attest to a thriving industrial area. These structures provided 
the backdrop for the finals days of the well-known Athenian philosophical schools and 
the Christian community that was emerging more forcefully and backed by Eudocia, the 
wife of Theodosius II, who was not only a Christian but also an Athenian.426 The 
testimony of Synesius upon his visit to Athens at the turn of the 5th century should 
therefore be taken with a grain of salt. To be sure, the Athenian agora and its Classical 
monuments – nearly 1,000 years old by that point – were little more than fading 
memories of the distant past, and it is true that that old pattern of life was never resumed. 
Something very different emerged instead, and from an archaeological perspective, that 
late antique society and the structures that accompanied it should not be considered any 
less venerable. 
The case for continuity and revival in Athens during the 5th century becomes more 
plausible when viewed within the context of the greater Roman Empire. Although 
deposits from the Athenian agora have provided a backbone for the chronologies of 
earlier periods of pottery, by the 5th century A.D., Athens was hardly the center of the 
                                                            
425 These projects included a new gateway to the Acropolis (IG II/III2 5206), a new bema in the Theater of 
Dionysos (IG II/III2 5021), a sundial (IG II/III2 5208), and two honorary statues for Herculius, the prefect 
who may have been responsible for renovating the Library of Hadrian (IG II/III2 4224, 4225) (see Sironen 
1994, p. 28-53; for the honorary statues, cf. Agora XXIV, pp. 63-65, where Herculius is also credited with 
the construction of the Palace of the Giants).  
 
426 For the Athenian philosophical schools in the 5th century, see Watts 2006, pp. 79-110. For Eudocia, see 
Sironen 1990 and Burman 1994. 
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world. Many deposits from other sites provide more diverse and more precisely datable 
assemblages of late Roman pottery. Nonetheless, the conclusions reached here 
concerning late Roman pottery appear to be supported elsewhere. Although an exhaustive 
examination of the implications of these changes cannot be attempted here, a brief 
overview of the ceramic trends in the rest of the Mediterranean may provide a view to 
future avenues of research. 
Sites close to Athens have produced assemblages that demonstrate similar 
chronological horizons as those suggested for the levels of these wells. What varies, 
however, is how these deposits have been interpreted. At Corinth, Kathleen Slane and 
Guy Sanders published four rich assemblages of late Roman pottery, arguing that “when 
fine wares are absent, lamps, cooking pots, and plain wares can be used to establish 
where one is in the sequence.”427 By considering the combination of ceramic forms rather 
than just coins and fine wares, they were able to distinguish more clearly between 
deposits of the 4th and 5th centuries and deposits of the 6th and 7th centuries, and as a 
result, the previously accepted history of certain monuments at Corinth required 
adjustment.428  
The pottery from Well L 2:2 and Well M 2:1 is most similar to assemblages 1 and 
2 from Slane and Sanders. Assemblage 1 (first half of the 5th century) came from a deep 
fill that was dumped over East Theater Street, and it contained both Attic glazed and late 
unglazed lamps; LRA 1, LRA 2, and LRA 3; and Late Roman Micaceous Aegean 
                                                            
427 Slane and Sanders 2005, p. 280. 
 
428 For example, the dates for the basilica at Lechaion should be adjusted in light of these changes. Graves 
associated with the basilica that must predate its destruction on the basis of stratigraphy fall contained 
pottery like that of assemblage 3 (ca. 600), indicating that the destruction of the basilica must be placed 
later after 600. This is substantially later than its previously assumed destruction by earthquake in 551/2 
(Slane and Sanders 2005, p. 291). 
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cooking ware.429 Fine wares included AfRS Hayes forms 64, 50B/64, 69 variant and 76; 
and LRC forms 2B and 2C. Based on the lamps and cooking ware, assemblage 1 is 
similar in date to Layer II of Well L 2:2 (73) and Layers III (2-5, 8) and IV (Lot 731: 16, 
22-23) of Well M 2:1.430 Although these layers lacked examples of LRC, they should be 
dated earlier than the layers above them that contained LRC form 3C, making their 
comparison to a deposit with LRC form 2 appropriate. The line of this horizon (first half 
of the 5th century) may possibly be extended to Deposits K 1:4 and I-J 2-3:1, though they 
probably fall on the earlier end of the spectrum. Unlike the wells, these deposits 
contained more examples of fine wares that do not have precise parallels in assemblage 1 
but that do suggest a similar date (130, AfRS Hayes Form 66/68; 137, LRC form 2A). 
The upper levels of the wells find parallels in assemblage 2 from Corinth, a 
dumped fill from the robbing trench of a major wall that extended from East Theater 
Street. It is notable that none of the coins from assemblage 2 dated later than the 4th or 
early 5th century, yet the pottery demonstrates a date for the deposit in the second half of 
the 5th century or later.431 In assemblage 2, the lamps are unglazed, and one example has 
an almond shaped double groove on the underside.432 Fine wares now include AfRS form 
61B and LRC forms 3B and 3C.433 Among the late Roman Attic pottery is an imitation of 
                                                            
429 Slane and Sanders 2005:  Lamps: 1-1, p. 250, fig. 4 (glazed); 1-2, p. 250, fig. 4 (unglazed). LRA 1: one 
handle in dump (p. 255). LRA 2: 1-23, p. 255, fig. 3. LRA 3: present in dump (p. 255). LR Micaceous 
Aegean: 1-28, p. 255, fig. 3 provides the closest parallel to the examples from the wells at Athens. 
 
430 Although Layer II of Well L 2:2 has been given a date of the mid-5th century A.D., it could still 
plausibly overlap with assemblage 1 (first half of the 5th century). 
 
431 Slane and Sanders 2005, p. 257. 
 
432 Slane and Sanders 2005, 2-1, p. 258, fig. 7; 2-2, p. 258, fig. 7 (with almond-shaped double groove). 
 
433 Slane and Sanders 2005: AfRS: 2-6, p. 258, fig. 5; 2-7, p. 258, fig. 5. LRC: 2-9, p. 259, fig. 5; 2-10, p. 
259; 2-11, p. 259, fig. 5. 
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AfRS forms 61-64 and a fragment of a gouged jug. The amphoras still include LRA 1, 
LRA 2, and LRA 3. Later examples of LR Micaceous Aegean cooking ware are also 
present. These forms also find parallels in Layer III of Well L 2:2 (87, lamp with almond-
shaped groove; 89-91, LRC form 3C) and Layer IV of Well M 2:1 (40, LR Micaceous 
Aegean; 43, lamps with almond-shaped grooves; 56, LRC form 3C). Additionally, a 
specific LRC kantharos stamp (Hayes no. 59) was found in both assemblage 2 and Layer 
III of Well L 2:2 (88).434 Similar imitations of AfRS were also found in the upper levels 
of Deposit I-J 2-3:1 (152-153, 156). 
Recent work from Corinth therefore provides support for the chronological 
framework suggested here for the well deposits at Athens. Slane and Sanders, however, 
were challenging the traditional historical narrative for the site rather than seeking to 
confirm it. When other scholars have sought to confirm historical narratives with 
archaeological material from their sites, the result is not always the same.  For example, 
in her publication of the Roman pottery from Argos, Catherine Abadie-Reynal restricts 
her ceramic chronology by assuming that the agora of Argos was destroyed at the end of 
the 4th century A.D. and uses this date as an upper limit for the scope of her work.435 This 
has the effect of compressing her ceramic chronology, since she assumes that any 
supposed destruction deposits must date to about A.D. 400, when in fact, her volume 
contains a great deal of 5th century pottery.436 For example, Abadie-Reynal dates five 
                                                            
434 Slane and Sanders 2005, 2-12, p. 259, fig. 7. 
 
435 Thus, the title of her book: La céramique romaine d'Argos : fin du IIe siècle avant J.-C. - fin du IVe 
siècle après J.-C. Presumably, she has Alaric in mind for this destruction, but it is not made explicit (for 
example, see Abadie-Reynal 2007, Introduction, p. 3 and the description of Group 44, pp. 318-319).  
 
436 For this observation, see Slane 2009. For example: “Abadie-Reynal dates the groups that contain LRC 
(42-45 and 47) in the early fifth century or c. 400 but this is a lower limit: the may be dated anytime in the 
first half of the fifth century before LRC form 3 appears c. 450 or later.” 
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examples of LR Micaceous Aegean cooking ware to the turn of the 5th century, the same 
type that has not been found earlier than the 5th century and that has been dated at Corinth 
to the mid-5th or early 6th centuries.437 At Corinth, this shift has made the effects of Alaric 
more questionable, and the reality of widespread destruction at Argos at the end of the 4th 
century should also be called into question on the basis of these ceramic dates.  
An earlier publication from Argos makes an association between “destruction” 
deposits and the Goths more explicit. Askold Ivantchik published a deposit of pottery 
from a well at Argos, working under the assumption that destruction was brought upon 
the site from two fronts:  the invasion of the Goths in A.D. 396 and the destruction of 
pagan shrines by Christians acting on the Edict of Theodosius in 392.438 He therefore 
dates a large, homogeneous dump of pottery and architectural debris in the well to the 
first quarter of the 5th century, interpreting it as refuse that was discarded after these 
destructive events.439 The deposit also contained two legible coins: one of Arcadius that 
probably dates to 404-406 and one of Valentinian II (378-383). The numismatic evidence 
therefore seemed to confirm a date of about A.D. 400. Recall, however, that assemblage 
2 from Corinth (second half of the 5th century or later) also contained no coins later than 
the 4th or early 5th century.440 Likewise, several of the late Roman deposits from the 
Athenian agora with coins that date c. 400 should perhaps be dated later on the basis of 
updated ceramic chronologies. The implication is that a downward shift in chronology is 
                                                            
437 See Abadie-Reynal 2007, no. 372, p. 220, pl. 58, Group 47. See also Slane 2009. 
 
438 Ivantchik 2002, p. 332. 
 
439 Ivantchik, pp. 334-339. 
 
440 Slane and Sanders 2005, p. 257. 
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necessary at all of these sites and that an invasion by the Goths as the end of the 4th 
century needs to be re-examined more broadly on the basis of archaeological evidence. 
Looking farther to the west, where fine wares such as African Red Slip and Late 
Roman C can be dated more securely than at Athens, these conclusions are also 
supported. The Athenian assemblages presented here contained very little of these wares, 
but a broader view of their regional distribution for the West may help to inform our 
understanding of assemblage composition in the East. Although stratified contexts with 
clear ceramic sequences are rare, excavations at Carthage and Marseille have provided 
two important exceptions.441 A sample of contexts from Rome provides a useful 
counterpoint. The picture that emerges from these sites and others in the West is that by 
the 5th century A.D., trade routes had shifted with a new focus eastward towards 
Constantinople. Finewares such as AfRS as well as Eastern amphoras (along with the 
goods they contained) were exported steadily during the 5th century, but that export was 
focused on specific regions.442   
The chronology for African Red Slip is complex, given that its production took 
place in small, local workshops that could vary a great deal from one another.443 Michel 
Bonifay has made a monumental step in clarifying the complexity of this ware with his 
extensive treatment of production centers in Tunisia, a view not always seen when 
examining products on the consumer end, and he questions the utility of using ceramic 
                                                            
441 Reynolds 1995, p. 2. At Carthage, the fortifications identified as the Theodosian Wall (A.D 425) and the 
restoration of the wall under Belisarius (A.D. 533) have provided useful bench marks for pottery of the 5th 
and 6th centuries A.D.  
 
442 Reynolds 1995, p. 17. Reynolds is speaking specifically of the Vandal period, c. A.D. 430-475, though 
the production of many Vandal forms began in the earlier 5th century. 
 
443 Reynolds 1995, p. 5-11; Bonifay 2004, p. 87. 
 
 
 
190 
assemblages to draw historical conclusions.444 Nonetheless, the ware has been studied 
intensively as an index of economic activity in the Mediterranean.  
In North Tunisia, the early 5th century (c. 400-430) saw an increase in the number 
of AfRS forms produced there, and this production remained high throughout the 5th 
century with a slight increase in the early 6th century.445 In addition, certain forms 
produced in North Tunisia seem to have produced specifically for the Carthage market in 
that they were not exported and are found only at Carthage.446 Broadly, an argument can 
be made that North Tunisian products dominated the market in the West.447 This is not 
the situation at Marseille, however.448 There, East-Central forms of AfRS are common, 
with AfRS Form 82 the most common (usually rare in the West). Although some North 
Tunisian forms are present, the general impression is that the link to North Tunisia was 
weaker at Marseille than elsewhere.449 In contrast, quantities of AfRS overall diminish at 
Rome during the 5th century, and this low supply may indicate weak connections between 
Carthage and Rome during the 5th and early 6th centuries.450  
Trends in the distribution of Late Roman C also support the impression of distinct 
regional export. Although this eastern ware appears at Athens c. 400, it does not appear at 
                                                            
444 Bonifay 2004, p. 87. Citing Goudineau’s famous expression, he asks:  can one write history from pottery 
or just the history of pottery (p. 488). 
 
445 Reynolds 1995, p. 12. 
 
446 Reynolds 1995, p. 13 and Appendix A.2, pp. 154-156. 
 
447 Reynolds 1995, p. 16. 
 
448 For these statistics from Marseille, see Reynolds 1995, p. 21 and Appendix D.11, pp. 299-304. 
 
449 North Tunisian forms include: 64, 73, 76, 79, 80B, 81A, 81B, and 87A (Reynolds 1995, p. 21). 
 
450 Reynolds 1995, pp. 17; 21-24. This is seen by comparing the deposits of Schola Praeconum I (A.D. 430-
440) and Schola Praeconum II (c. A.D. 600); however, contexts useful for determining the range of forms 
present in the 5th century are generally lacking at Rome (Reynolds 1995, p. 23). 
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sites in the Western Mediterranean until c. 450. Earlier forms that are present at Athens 
(Forms 2 and 3A-B) are generally absent.451 The distribution to sites in the West is not 
consistent, however. Although LRC is common at Marseille, at Ravenna, and in 
southeastern Italy, it is rare at Carthage and at Rome and Naples in western Italy. This 
regional distribution suggests that a shipping route existed that carried LRC from its 
source in Asia Minor to Marseille via southeastern Italy and Sicily.452 The supply of LRC 
to these western sites was continuous until c. 550, though the later forms (Forms 9 and 
10) were more restricted in their distribution – after 550, the supply to all Western sites 
dropped significantly.453 
Exports of amphoras from the Eastern Mediterranean to the West also seem to 
have been directed to selective, regional markets. Carthage, Marseille, and Rome all had 
a general increase in the import of amphoras from the East during the 5th century, but 
differences between sites still exist.454 At Marseille, during the second quarter of the 5th 
century, eastern Mediterranean amphoras comprise a high percentage of amphoras there 
(45.3-47.5%), and at the Temple of Magna Mater excavations in Rome, the percentage of 
eastern Mediterranean amphoras rises from 2.8% to 30.5% between A.D.350 and 480, 
with similar percentages in Schola Praeconum I (27.7%).455 At Carthage, despite 
                                                            
451 Reynolds 1995, p. 35. 
 
452 Reynolds 1995, pp. 35-36. 
 
453 Reynolds 1995, pp. 35-36. 
 
454 Each location has its own set of limitations in the data as well (Reynolds 1995, p. 73). At Marseille, 
there is a wide gap in the record (c. 450-55/575), and conclusions for that period must be interpolated based 
on available data before and after that gap; in Rome, at the Schola Praeconum I and II excavations, 
Calabiran Keay LII and LRA I were not distinguished, making their data unreliable; and at Carthage, four 
sets of data are available from different excavations (British, Canadian, Italian, and Michigan), but the 
trends in these data sets are not consistent. 
 
455 Reynolds 1995, p. 73.  
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differences in smaller trends between sites, there is a gradual increase in general through 
the 5th century at all sites.456 The distribution of eastern Mediterranean amphoras in the 
West therefore shows a clear concentration at Marseille, as the relative percentages of 
eastern imports there were not reached at any other western site in the 5th century.457 This 
provides further support for the existence of an eastern Mediterranean trade route to 
Marseille. The prominence of specific amphoras mirrors the trends seen in the wells at 
Athens. At Marseille, LRA 1 and LRA 3 are dominant in Period I (c. 420-450) with 
lower percentages in the late 6th century.458 At Rome, the rise in eastern Mediterranean 
amphoras from the second quarter of the 5th century to 500 is seen best in the rise of LRA 
1, 3, and 4, with a slight rise in LRA 2.459 At Carthage, the situation is somewhat 
different, but LRA 1 and LRA 3 both rise at the beginning of the 5th century; however, 
only the import of LRA 1 is maintained at a high level beyond c. 450.460 Other amphoras 
of course play a role, but these are the most relevant to the project here. 
Reasons for these trends may be clarified by looking to the East. At 
Constantinople (Istanbul), excavations at Saraçhane have provided a large quantity of 
pottery that can at least be used to determine trends in importation, even if the contexts 
are not the most useful in terms of chronology.461 After Constantinople was established as 
                                                            
456 Reynolds 1995, p. 74. 
 
457 Reynolds 1995, p. 74. 
 
458 Reynolds 1995, p. 77. 
 
459 Reynolds 1995, p. 76.  
 
460 Reynolds 1995, p. 79. 
 
461 The site contained few closed, single period deposits, and most of the pottery was fragmentary with a 
high proportion of amphoras. The two primary benchmarks for the site are the construction of St. 
Polyeuktos (c. A.D. 526) and its demolition (A.D. 1204) (Hayes 1992, p. 3). 
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the capital of the Eastern Roman Empire, ceramic trends change:  the local ceramic 
tradition of fine ware begins to decline, the standard Mediterranean fine wares seen else 
where (AfRS and LRC) are imported in bulk, and by c. 400, the eastern Mediterranean 
amphoras that are common at other sites also appear here.462 As at Athens, however, LRC 
rises as the primary imported fine ware at Constantinople. AfRS is still present in small 
quantities, but its decline during the 5th century is clear.463 Hayes argues that the increase 
in imported pottery, both fine wares and amphoras (for their contents), was directly 
related to the expanding needs of Constantinople as an urban capital, and this demand 
may have contributed to the rise of LRC as a major export. 
The eastern half of the empire suffered its share of conflict during the 5th century, 
but under the lengthy rule of Theodosius II and his successors, the East prospered. In 
addition to the eastern imperial capital at Constantinople, provincial capitals such as 
Corinth, Aphrodisias, Ephesus, and Antioch retained their monumental character through 
the 6th century and later with the continued investment of state funds; disintegration of 
civic life began earlier elsewhere.464 Athens, in this respect, was an exception, sustained 
through the 5th century by the economic stimulus of its philosophical schools.  
Although the reasons for the prosperity of the East are undoubtedly many and 
varied, economic factors may have played a role in addition to the political. There were 
likely many differences in these processes between regions, but a broad view elucidates 
some general trends that help to contextualize Athens in the shifting fortunes of the 
                                                            
462 Hayes 1992, p. 4-5. This change might not have occurred until a generation or two after Constantine, 
however. 
 
463 Hayes 1992, p. 5-7. AfRS becomes more common again at Constantinople by the 6th century as at other 
Aegean sites. 
 
464 Liebeschuetz 2000, pp. 212-213. 
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Roman Empire during the 5th century and beyond. Following the decline of the West, 
economic life in the Mediterranean world became concentrated to the south and east with 
the rise of a new capital at Constantinople, gradually shifting away from the north and 
west between the 5th and 7th centuries. 465 The Marseille-Eastern Mediterranean trade 
route suggested above and demonstrated by pottery distributions in the East and West 
supports this argument. In addition to this broader trend, however, it is clear that many 
varying regional patterns existed. This project has contributed only one small piece to this 
large and complex puzzle, but the conclusions reached here regarding late Roman 
ceramic chronology may help to clarify some of these larger questions in the future. 
 
 
                                                            
465 Ward-Perkins 2000, pp. 350-360.  
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Appendix:  Capacities 
 
It was recognized long ago that amphoras were produced to hold standardized 
volumes,466 and many studies have demonstrated this point.467 For smaller vessels, 
however, capacity studies are fewer, a gap that this appendix aims to fill. While the 
capacities of serving vessels are less likely to be tied to economic value, differences in 
capacity may have relevance for vessel function.468  
The jugs recovered from Wells L 2:2 and M 2:1 vary widely in terms of shape and 
dimension, but variation in external proportion does not necessarily indicate a lack of 
standardization in capacity. Also, the Attic jugs can be divided roughly into groups of 
small, medium, and large, though the “medium” sized jugs are most numerous and 
demonstrate the highest degree of variation in profile. The capacities of both Attic and 
non-Attic jugs from the wells were measured to determine if internal capacity has any 
relation to external dimension and if a meaningful relationship between the proportions of 
                                                            
466 In ancient texts, a quantity of wine was often cited in terms of number of jars, presupposing a standard 
measure. See Xen. An. VI.i.15, where the Sinopeans give Xenophon and his Greeks fifteen hundred jars of 
wine (οἴνου κεράµια) and Polyb. IV.56, where ten thousand jars of wine are listed among the provisions for 
an expected siege at Rhodes. These texts may oversimplify the matter, however, as capacities of Greek 
amphoras varied by city and standards could vary within the same city over time (see Grace 1949, p. 180). 
 
467 As early as 1870s, it was clear that amphora capacities should be measured in order to determine the 
relationship of capacity to the stamps on amphora handles (Dumont 1872, pp. 42-43); however, after 
Nilsson inexplicably dismissed the idea (Nilsson 1909, p. 58), capacity measurements were neglected for 
several decades. Virginia Grace helped to revive the idea, arguing that stamps on Hellenistic Greek 
amphoras were actually certificates of capacity (Grace 1949, pp. 178-180), and capacity studies were taken 
up again in the latter half of the century. For Classical and Hellenistic amphoras, see Matheson and Wallace 
1982 and Wallace 1986, pp. 8-12. For Roman amphoras of ca. A.D. 300, see Peña 1999, pp. 191-203 (Peña 
measured amphoras from the Palatine in order to assess economic value). For later Roman amphoras (LRA 
1), see van Alfen 1996.  
 
468 The capacities for amphoras from the wells were not measured at this time due to time constraints 
during the summer of 2015 and due to the difficulty of measuring the capacities of large vessels directly 
without damaging them. The amphoras from Well L 2:2 and Well M 2:1 do have the potential to contribute 
to existing literature on amphora capacities, particularly LRA 1, since many of them also preserve clear 
dipinti which are often tied to capacity (see Agora XXI, nos. Ha 43, Ha 44, Ha 52, and He 42, pp. 63, 81.), 
and this line of inquiry will be taken up in the future. 
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small, medium, and large jugs could be observed that has any relevance for difference in 
use. The goal of this study is not to demonstrate standardization to the milliliter but rather 
to compare the relative capacities for several types of jugs. 
Methods and Limitations 
 
Capacity studies of ancient pottery are often difficult to carry out by direct 
measurement due to the fact that it requires a high degree of completeness for the vessels 
in question. Computer programs have been developed to measure the capacity of a vessel 
on the basis of a profile drawing,469 which requires only a complete profile rather than a 
complete pot, but these methods are not without difficulty. Although many complete pots 
have been excavated from the Athenian agora and from other large excavations, complete 
profiles, from rim to toe, are not common at many sites, especially for larger vessels like 
amphoras. This can make useful specimens difficult to find, even in fragmentary 
condition. Computer calculated capacities are also very time consuming, since a highly 
accurate profile drawing must be produced before the capacity of the vessel can be 
calculated.470 Furthermore, when a vessel is complete, it is often not possible to measure 
its interior profile in part or in its entirety. While the interior profile can be estimated in 
order to illustrate the shape of the vessel (indicated by dotted lines), these drawings are 
not useful for calculating accurate capacities. Despite these limitations, however, digital 
methods are still useful, because they can be used to calculate the capacities of vessels 
                                                            
469 See Senior and Birney 1995. The program developed by Senior and Birney converts the profile drawing 
into a series of stacked cones. The volumes of the cones are calculated and then added together in order to 
arrive at a total vessel capacity. See also Thomas and Wheeler 2002 for further illustration of the method. 
Similar programs have been developed for estimating the capacities of incomplete vessels (Teodor 2000), 
but they rely on the same principals and have similar limitations.  
 
470 Because all profile drawings must be very accurate, the process can be slow when done correctly, 
depending on the skill of the illustrator. 
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that have already been published in existing archaeological literature,471 facilitating 
comparison between material at different sites. Also, although accurate, electronic 
measurements cannot always achieve the precision of direct measurement by filling a 
vessel with water, birdseed, grain, or Styrofoam pellets. The conic sections used to 
determine capacity cannot accurately measure the continuous curves of a vessel’s interior 
but rather, measure the vessel wall as a series of linear segments. This results in an 
underestimation of the total vessel capacity.472  
Because most of the jugs from Well L 2:2 and Well M 2:1 are very sturdy and 
well preserved, it was most efficient to measure their capacities directly by filling them 
with water.473 With so many complete vessels available, it was not necessary to 
extrapolate capacities from profile drawings in order to obtain a sufficient amount of 
data, and due to the irregularity of the local jugs, this was likely to have been a time-
consuming task that resulted in a low degree of accuracy.  
The pots chosen for measurement were not limited to catalogued examples.  It 
was decided that the jugs would be measured only up to the base of the neck for two 
reasons. First, while one cannot know for certain, it seems realistic that in actual practice, 
the jugs would have been filled only to this level, rather than to the brim of the narrow 
neck. Second, many jugs are nearly complete except for a missing neck or a missing 
fragment from the neck; therefore, if jugs that could be measured to the brim or to some 
                                                            
471 Peña 1999, p. 191.  
 
472 Peña 1999, p. 192. Peña tested the accuracy of this approach by comparing calculations based on 
published drawings with the results of direct measurement. He found that the electronically calculated 
capacities tended to fall just under the capacities determined by direct measurement within 8 percent, due to 
the inability of the conic sections to account accurately for the curvature of a vessel. Computer calculated 
capacities generally “leave much to be desired”, even today (Peña, pers. comm., 2015). 
 
473 Birdseed, grain, and foam pellets were avoided due to their tendency to become stuck in the interior of 
these closed vessels. 
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mid-point in the neck were the only objects included, the amount of data available would 
decrease drastically. Granted, for some shapes, such as M 295/296, this method is more 
of an approximation, since there is no delineated junction between neck and body. 
Furthermore, even if intact jugs were the only vessels measured, and the vessels were 
filled to the brim or to some point in the neck, the results are not likely to have varied 
significantly for a comparison of jug capacity. Although the necks and rims of Attic 
gouged jugs are all superficially similar, their actual dimensions vary just as widely as the 
dimensions of the body. A comparison of the main container should therefore provide a 
sufficient view of variation in vessel capacity over time.474 
All jugs that were preserved up to the base of the neck without any major cracks 
were therefore considered for the study. This included most of the catalogued finds but 
also many jugs left in storage with the rest of the context pottery from the wells. All jugs 
from the wells were given database “reference” numbers immediately after excavation 
until it was decided which jugs would receive an Agora catalogue number. Those 
numbers remain with the jugs in storage today, so they have continued to be used a 
means of reference here.475 
Although the jugs were excavated from wet conditions, they had been sitting in 
storage, drying out for three to four years by the time of this experiment, which made 
them prone to absorbing water back into the porous ceramic fabric. In order to lessen the 
                                                            
474 Although rim diameter has been shown to correlate with vessel capacity when vessels have a uniform 
profile (e.g. barrel-shaped jars or other containers with vertical walls; see Woodward and Blinkhorn 1997), 
this is not the case when vessel profiles vary widely (e.g. with Medieval jugs; see Thomas and Wheeler 
2002). 
 
475 The sequence of reference numbers for finds is specific to each section of the excavation and it resets 
each season. Well L 2:2 was excavated in 2011 and Well M 2:1 in 2012, so it is possible for the same 
reference number to exist for pots from both wells. 
 
 
 
200 
chance of the measurements being skewed by absorption, each pot was filled with water 
once in order to saturate the ceramic fabric. The pots were then emptied and refilled with 
water for an actual measurement. Each vessel was filled up to the base of the neck, and 
the water was then poured immediately back into a measuring container, leaving little 
time for a significant amount of water to be absorbed into the wall, even after an initial 
saturation. Water was measured with 1000 mL measuring cups, graded in increments of 
50 mL. When a measurement fell between lines on the cup, the capacity was rounded to 
the closest 25 mL.476 
Results 
 
 Overall, among the regular Attic gouged jugs, nothing close to precise 
standardization was observed in terms of capacity, although capacities were consistently 
close to 750 – 800 mL, occasionally approaching 1 L (Table A1). When gouged jugs 
were produced in a smaller form (Table A2), the capacity was consistently half of that for 
the larger variety (275 – 450 mL; average, 370 mL). Other Attic jugs were not present in 
as great a quantity, and not as many could be measured; however, the few that were also 
show capacities in rough multiples of one or one half liters (Table A3). Agora M 291, an 
earlier Attic jug, held about the same amount of liquid as small Attic gouged jugs (82, 
                                                            
476 If the goal of this study were to demonstrate metrological precision, this method of measurement would 
be inadequate. For a method of direct measurement that allows for greater precision, see van Alfen 1996, p. 
190. Because pottery can retain moisture for a very long time, van Alfen first let his amphoras dry out in 
the sun until their weight stopped decreasing. Then, the amphoras were filled with water and allowed to sit 
until the ceramic fabric became completely saturated, adding more water to maintain the original level until 
it remained stable. The jars were then weighed once with water and once without water, and the capacity 
was calculated by determining the difference. This process was carried out three times while measuring to 
the neck-shoulder junction and three times measuring to the rim. This method does obtain a high degree of 
accuracy, with measurements varying only by a few grams for each level. When dealing with amphoras 
that leaked, van Alfen measured capacities using styrofoam beads, and while this method of measurement 
was not as precise as his method using water, it still produced results within 2% of the water measurements. 
Due to time constraints, this method was not logistically possible for the current study; however, because a 
demonstration of precision was not a goal here, an abbreviated method of measurement was sufficient, with 
results at least as accurate as van Alfen’s measurements with foam beads. 
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350 mL). Agora M 295 held as much liquid as the regular gouged jugs on the lower end 
of the scale (Ref 170, 600 mL). Its larger counterpart, M 296, held about 2 L, double the 
capacity of the largest gouged jugs (P 37080 and Ref 127). The only example of Agora M 
294 that was measured (Ref 136) had a capacity three times greater than the gouged jugs 
at 3 L, though other examples of this form are somewhat smaller.477 
 It was only possible to measure eight imported jugs (Table A3). The four 
Boeotian jugs demonstrate a great deal of variety, with a range of capacities from 700 mL 
to 2.1 L. Although only two jugs from the Argolid were measured, their capacities were 
nearly identical, at about 2 L. Two unidentified jugs (27 and 28, both the same type) fell 
in the range of small Attic gouged jugs, at 350 – 375 mL. 
Because Attic gouged jugs were so numerous in the two wells, it is possible to 
examine changes in capacity over time. The average capacity of gouged jugs changes 
very little over the course of the 5th century, maintaining a range of about 725 – 815 mL.  
The averages for each layer (Table A4) do not follow any increasing or decreasing 
trajectory but rise and fall in no distinct pattern. What does increase over the course of 
the century, however, is the ratio of body height to body width for each vessel. Along 
with the maximum width, the height of the body for each jug has been listed next to its 
capacity in each table. This measurement differs from the total vessel height that is 
recorded in the catalogue, as it only includes the distance from the junction of the base 
and lower body and the junction of the neck and upper body – the portion of the vessel 
that determines capacity. In each table, this ratio has been expressed as a decimal in order 
to facilitate comparison between each vessel and each layer. A ratio equal to 1 indicates 
                                                            
477 It was not possible to retrieve numbers 31 and 102 from storage due to lack of time during the summer 
of 2015, and they are significantly smaller than Ref 136.  It may be that they hold 2 L, falling between the 
Attic gouged jugs and the 3 L version of M 294. 
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that body height is equal to body width. With a ratio less than 1, the height is less than 
width, creating a squat profile; with a ratio greater than 1, the height is greater than width, 
creating an elongated profile.   
The average height/width ratios for gouged jugs in Well M 2:1 are relatively 
constant, remaining very close to 1; however, gouged jugs were not deposited as 
frequently or as late as they were in Well L 2:2 (see Chapter 3). The average height/width 
ratios for gouged jugs in Well L 2:2, on the other hand, demonstrate a clear progression 
towards elongation from Lot 718 (first half of the 5th century) to Lot 715 (early 6th 
century). Nonetheless, capacities remain relatively constant. This is due to the fact that 
although the exterior height of the vessels increases, the potters ceased to thin the walls to 
a uniform thickness all the way to the base (124, Fig. 12). The result is a jug that is 
greater in overall size but that has the same capacity as shorter jugs with thinner walls. 
Discussion 
 
In Athens during the 5th century A.D., the degree of standardization for ceramic 
forms was low, but potters still strove to produce vessels that held similar quantities.  
Local jugs were produced in approximate sizes of 350-400 ml, 700-800 ml, 2 L, and 3 L.  
By the 6th century, the quality of construction for these jugs declined.  Potters ceased to 
produce jugs with evenly thin walls to the base, and vessel walls thicken below the 
median; however, vessel capacities remain roughly the same. The outer dimensions of the 
jugs therefore increase in size, but because the walls are so thick, they hold the same 
amount of liquid.   
While the jugs here do not bear any marks that indicate an intended vessel 
capacity, Roman amphoras were frequently marked with graffiti or dipinti to indicate the 
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volume of the commodity that they held.478 Many of these have been preserved at the 
Athenian agora, and they may be relevant to the intended sizes of serving vessels as well. 
The contents of amphoras in the Roman period were often measured in terms of the 
ξέστης, a unit of measurement that seems to have refered to weight rather than volume.479 
Because the weight of oil is about 9/10 of that for wine, 1 ξέστης of oil would have a 
greater volumne than 1 ξέστης of wine, which may have led to fluctuation of this measure 
over time.480 During the first and second centuries A.D., one ξέστης of wine had a 
capacity of 0.546 L,481 but by the third century, one ξέστης could be as large as 0.728, 
closer to the ξέστης used for the measurement of oil.482 While it could be argued that the 
amphoras measured using the larger ξέστης were being used strictly for oil, the larger 
ξέστης also appears to have been used for smaller jugs that presumably would have been 
used to serve wine.483 It is also possible that by the fifth or sixth century A.D., the Roman 
system of metrology was evolving to utilize other units of measurement, such as the 
Byzantine µέτρον, which measured liquid by weight and depended on the value of the 
λίτρα (1 µέτρον = 30 λίτραι).484 For instance, although several fifth or sixth century 
examples of LRA 1 have been recorded at the Athenian agora whose contents were 
                                                            
478 See Agora XXI, pp. 55-58 for discussion of commercial notations. 
 
479 Van Alfen 1996, p. 204. 
 
480 See Agora XXI, p. 57 for discussion. 
 
481 Metrolog. Script., I, 208. 
 
482 Metrolog. Script., I 208, 213 – the Hellenic oil ξέστης. For examples of amphoras using the larger 
measure during the third century and beyond, see Agora XXI, Ha 24, Ha 30, Ha 34, Ha 45, Ha 50, He 30, 
and I 18, pp. 61-63, 80, 85. 
 
483 See Agora XXI, Ha 23, Ha 27, and Ha 32, pp. 61-62. The graffito on Ha 23 states explicitly that it 
contains one ξέστης. The graffito on Ha 27 states explicity that it is ο[ί]νήρός δίκαιο[ς], an honest wine-
measure. Both jugs have a capacity of 0.760 L. 
 
484 Van Alfen 1996, p. 205. 
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marked in ξέσται, measurements of later examples of LRA 1 from the Yassi Ada 
shipwreck suggest that the measurement of their contents was based on the µέτρον.485 
These variations in measurement may help to explain the lack of standardization 
seen in the capacities of Attic gouged jugs. Since the ξέστης seems to have been current 
in one size or another during the fifth century, and because at least one earlier jug was 
marked specifically as holding one ξέστης,486 it is plausible that this is the general 
measure of liquid for which potters were aiming when constructing gouged jugs. 
Throughout the fifth century, the gouged jugs from the wells have average capacities of 
about 0.700 – 0.800 L or roughly the size of the larger ξέστης (0.728 L) in terms of 
volume. Nonetheless, there are a few jugs with capacities that are closer to the smaller 
measure of the ξέστης (See Table A1;123, capacity 0.550 L; Ref 106 from Well L 2:2, 
capacity 0.600 L). Concerning larger jugs that hold 0.800 L or more, there is a small 
amount of evidence that a third measurement for a ξέστης was current in the Roman 
period, of about 0.818 L.487 The sample of Attic gouged jugs measured here therefore 
span the range of all three known sizes for the liquid measure of the ξέστης, from 0.546 
to 0.728 to 0.818 L. In addition, a small number of smaller gouged jugs with capacities 
                                                            
485 The dipinti on the amphoras from Wells L 2:2 and M 2:1 have not yet been studied in detail, but other 
similar amphoras (LRA 1) have been published from the agora with dipinti indicating that capacities were 
measured in ξέσται. See Agora XXI, Ha 43, Ha 44, and Ha 52, p. 63. For the capacities of LRA 1 from the 
Yassi Ada shipwreck and the Byzantine µέτρον, see van Alfen 1996, pp. 205-207. 
 
486 See note 12, above. 
 
487 For discussion of this issue, see Agora XXI, p. 57 and Ha 28, pp. 61-62. One third century jug from the 
Athenian agora (P 17499, very similar in shape to the earliest Attic gouged jugs) was labeled ξέστης 
δίκαιος and has a capacity of 0.890 L, similar to many of the jugs measured here. Typically, a ξέστης is 
considered to be equal to two kotyles (0.273 L); however, there is mention of a kotyle that is equal to ¾ of a 
standard ξέστης (0.409 L; Metrolog. Script., I, 236). If that larger kotyle was then used to determine the size 
of a ξέστης by doubling it, then the new ξέστης would be equal to 0.818 L. Agora XXI, I 21 (p. 85) also 
seem to support the existence of the larger measure – if the 15 ξέσται indicated on the amphora fit its 
capacity of 12.750 L, they would each measure about 0.818 L. 
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less than 0.500 L were recovered from the wells, and their capacities are consistently 
about half of those in the larger class, from 0.275 – 0.475 L, with an average of 0.370 L. 
It may be that these smaller jugs were meant to correspond to the smaller liquid measure 
of the kotyle, which is one half of a ξέστης.488 
Although there is no direct evidence for how Athenians of the 5th and 6th centuries 
A.D. consumed their wine, textual sources from other contexts may provide some 
indication. Even the earliest Greek sources indicate that the proper way to drink wine was 
to dilute it with water – Hesiod recommends a ratio of one part wine to three parts 
water.489  Not only was drinking wine straight considered barbaric, it was also seen to 
have deleterious effects on those who partook. Herodotus explains the madness of 
Kleomenes of Sparta as the side-effect of drinking unmixed wine, a habit that he learned 
from the Scythians.490 As many ancient authors attest, the custom of drinking wine with 
water was also adopted by the Romans. Athenaeus, a Greek rhetorician, writing around 
A.D. 200 provides a detailed view of how Greek dining culture was manifested during 
the Roman Empire in his Deipnosophistae, and here too, the ideal proportion of water to 
wine is emphasized as three to one.491   
In common practice, however, there may have been a wide range variation in 
wine mixing, depending on the setting and on personal preference. Plutarch, a Greek 
historian and biographer, who wrote in Greek during the Roman period provides a light-
                                                            
488 See Agora XXI, pp. 56-57 and n. 15, above. 
 
489 Hes. Op. 596. 
 
490 Hdt. 6.84. 
 
491 Ath. 10.426.  Written in Greek, the setting of this work is a banquet hosted by a Roman man, Laurentius, 
for a group of learned men. 
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hearted discussion of the various proportions of dilution for alcohol, which may reflect 
most accurately the variation in proportions that may have existed in any one setting. 
Plutarch, through the voice of Ariston, a dinner guest, dismisses the three to one mixture 
praised by Hesiod and Athenaeus as “sober and weak enough”, suitable for “grave 
magistrates” in the council hall. A mixture of two to one, the second strongest, is the 
proportion by which one is made “half drunk” and is still preferable to a ration of three to 
one, because it “stirs the heart strings never before moved”. A three to two mixture, on 
the other hand, the strongest, is touted as the most harmonious, preferable for “causing a 
man to sleep peaceably and forget all cares”. Afterwards, this speech is dismissed as a 
joke, but it provides evidence for an awareness of the physical and mental effects of wine 
when consumed at what are presumably common dilutions.492  
The alcohol by volume (ABV) for the proportions cited by Plutarch, if water is 
mixed with a wine of 15% ABV, would be 3.75% (3:1), 5% (2:1), and 6% (3:2).  In 
modern terms, these mixtures would be very similar to a weak beer, an average beer, and 
a strong beer, respectively. Naturally, the strength would have varied if the original 
straight wine was weaker or stronger than 15% ABV, but for the sake of argument, the 
diluted wine consumed in late Roman Athens will assumed to be similar in strength to 
modern beer. 
When considered in those terms, the smallest jugs are equal to about one 12 oz. 
can and the medium jugs (the most numerous by far) hold about 24 oz. or 1.5 pints. In 
addition to making jugs fit a known standard of measurement, the potters of late antique 
Athens simply may have been aiming to create vessels that fit a reasonable serving size 
                                                            
492 Quotations: Quaes. conv. III.9, Loeb trans. 
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of diluted wine for one or two individuals.493 Technology may change, and customs may 
change, but human capacity for inebriation seems to remain strikingly constant through 
time. 
                                                            
493 Many glass fragments were also recovered from the wells, suggesting that while ceramic jugs were used 
for serving wine, the wine was actually consumed from glass cups. 
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Table A1. Medium Attic gouged jugs from Well L 2:2 and Well M 2:1.  
 
* Layer IV of Well M 2:1 has been separated into sub-layers based on lots for determining average 
capacities in order to maintain a sense of stratigraphy and chronological development across this large 
stratum. Lot 730 has been grouped with Lot 729, however, since it is represented by only one specimen. 
The same applies to the single jug from Lot 714, which has been combined with Lot 715 in Well L 2:2 
on this chart. 
 
Cat 
No. 
Agora 
No. 
Lot 
(BH) Deposit Classification 
Height 
(m.) 
Diam. 
(m.) 
Ratio 
(H/W) 
Capacity 
(L) 
M 2:1, LAYER III 
14 P 37081 732 M 2:1 Mug: Gouged, L 38 0.106 0.115 0.920 0.625 
  Ref 165 732 M 2:1 Jug: Gouged 0.128 0.115 1.110 0.700 
  Ref 144 732 M 2:1 Jug: Gouged 0.133 0.121 1.100 0.825 
  Ref 152 732 M 2:1 Jug: Gouged 0.115 0.133 0.860 0.900 
  Ref 153 732 M 2:1 Mug: Gouged, L 38 0.134 0.137 0.980 1.000 
  Average:            1.009 0.810 
M 2:1, LAYER IVa 
32 P 37071 731 M 2:1 Jug: Gouged 0.120 0.127 0.940 0.750 
  P 37077 731 M 2:1 Jug: Gouged 0.112 0.122 0.920 0.775 
  Ref 94 731 M 2:1 Jug: Gouged 0.131 0.124 1.060 0.775 
34 P 37074 731 M 2:1 Jug: Gouged 0.132 0.126 1.050 0.800 
  Ref 105 731 M 2:1 Jug: Gouged 0.120 0.127 0.940 0.825 
  Ref 91 731 M 2:1 Jug: Gouged 0.132 0.126 1.050 0.825 
  Ref 89 731 M 2:1 Jug: Gouged 0.132 0.126 1.050 0.850 
  Ref 90 731 M 2:1 Jug: Gouged 0.136 0.126 1.080 0.850 
  Ref 115 731 M 2:1 Jug: Gouged 0.132 0.126 1.050 0.875 
33 P 37075 731 M 2:1 Jug: Gouged 0.121 0.135 0.900 0.900 
  Average:            1.004 0.823 
M 2:1, LAYER IVb-c 
  Ref 55 729 M 2:1 Jug: Gouged 0.118 0.121 0.980 0.775 
53 P 37066 729 M 2:1 Jug: Gouged 0.122 0.124 0.980 0.800 
  Ref 58 729 M 2:1 Jug: Gouged 0.123 0.122 1.010 0.800 
  Ref 56 729 M 2:1 Jug: Gouged 0.126 0.123 1.020 0.825 
54 P 37068 729 M 2:1 Jug: Gouged 0.120 0.130 0.920 0.850 
  Ref 66 729 M 2:1 Jug: Gouged 0.125 0.125 1.000 0.850 
42 P 37069 730 M 2:1 Jug: Gouged 0.128 0.125 1.020 0.800 
  Average:            0.990 0.814 
M 2:1, LAYER IVd 
  Ref 29 728 M 2:1 Jug: Gouged 0.112 0.116 0.970 0.625 
  Ref 30 728 M 2:1 Jug: Gouged 0.113 0.118 0.960 0.650 
66 P 37062 728 M 2:1 Jug: Gouged 0.115 0.113 1.020 0.650 
  Ref 25 728 M 2:1 Jug: Gouged 0.121 0.113 1.070 0.650 
  Ref 43 728 M 2:1 Jug: Gouged 0.127 0.113 1.120 0.675 
67 P 37063 728 M 2:1 Jug: Gouged 0.120 0.124 0.970 0.700 
  Ref 46 728 M 2:1 Jug: Gouged 0.118 0.119 0.990 0.700 
  Ref 31 728 M 2:1 Jug: Gouged 0.123 0.118 1.040 0.700 
68 P 37058 728 M 2:1 Jug: Gouged 0.120 0.122 0.980 0.725 
  Ref 21 728 M 2:1 Jug: Gouged 0.119 0.118 1.010 0.725 
M 2:1, LAYER IVd 
  Ref 44 728 M 2:1 Jug: Gouged 0.126 0.118 1.070 0.750 
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Cat 
No. 
Agora 
No. 
Lot 
(BH) Deposit Classification 
Height 
(m.) 
Diam. 
(m.) 
Ratio 
(H/W) 
Capacity 
(L) 
  Ref 20 728 M 2:1 Jug: Gouged 0.120 0.123 0.980 0.800 
  Ref 52 728 M 2:1 Jug: Gouged 0.127 0.128 0.990 0.800 
  Ref 49 728 M 2:1 Jug: Gouged 0.120 0.124 0.970 0.825 
  Ref 47 728 M 2:1 Jug: Gouged 0.126 0.127 0.990 0.925 
  Average:            0.994 0.727 
L 2:2, LAYER II 
85 P 36753 718 L 2:2 Jug: Gouged 0.106 0.112 0.950 0.550 
  Ref 106 718 L 2:2 Jug: Gouged 0.107 0.120 0.890 0.600 
  Ref 110 718 L 2:2 Jug: Gouged 0.114 0.121 0.940 0.650 
  Ref 130 718 L 2:2 Jug: Gouged 0.120 0.119 1.010 0.650 
  Ref 138 718 L 2:2 Jug: Gouged 0.123 0.110 1.120 0.650 
  Ref 114 718 L 2:2 Jug: Gouged 0.117 0.122 0.960 0.700 
  Ref 134 718 L 2:2 Jug: Gouged 0.117 0.117 1.000 0.700 
  Ref 137 718 L 2:2 Jug: Gouged 0.122 0.120 1.020 0.725 
83 P 36748 718 L 2:2 Jug: Gouged 0.119 0.118 1.010 0.750 
  Ref 139 718 L 2:2 Jug: Gouged 0.125 0.123 1.020 0.750 
  Ref 108 718 L 2:2 Jug: Gouged 0.134 0.120 1.120 0.750 
  Ref 122 718 L 2:2 Jug: Gouged 0.125 0.123 1.020 0.800 
  Ref 117 718 L 2:2 Jug: Gouged 0.128 0.124 1.030 0.800 
  Ref 109 718 L 2:2 Jug: Gouged 0.127 0.120 1.060 0.800 
84 P 36750 718 L 2:2 Jug: Gouged 0.135 0.117 1.150 0.800 
  Ref 145 718 L 2:2 Jug: Gouged 0.121 0.129 0.940 0.825 
  Ref 141 718 L 2:2 Jug: Gouged 0.126 0.123 1.020 0.850 
  P 36749 718 L 2:2 Jug: Gouged 0.130 0.125 1.040 0.850 
  Ref 107 718 L 2:2 Jug: Gouged 0.133 0.127 1.050 0.850 
  Ref 144 718 L 2:2 Jug: Gouged 0.120 0.132 0.910 0.875 
  Ref 128 718 L 2:2 Jug: Gouged 0.126 0.126 1.000 0.875 
  Ref 116 718 L 2:2 Jug: Gouged 0.128 0.123 1.040 0.875 
  Ref 135 718 L 2:2 Jug: Gouged 0.127 0.126 1.010 0.925 
  Ref 133 718 L 2:2 Jug: Gouged 0.131 0.128 1.020 0.975 
  Average:            1.014 0.774 
L 2:2, LAYER III 
  Ref 60 716 L 2:2 Jug: Gouged 0.118 0.116 1.020 0.650 
  Ref 68 716 L 2:2 Jug: Gouged 0.122 0.117 1.040 0.700 
  Ref 78 716 L 2:2 Jug: Gouged 0.135 0.121 1.120 0.800 
  Ref 67 716 L 2:2 Jug: Gouged 0.135 0.120 1.130 0.800 
  Ref 75 716 L 2:2 Jug: Gouged 0.140 0.116 1.210 0.850 
  Ref 74 716 L 2:2 Jug: Gouged 0.150 0.129 1.160 1.000 
  Ref 88 717 L 2:2 Jug: Gouged 0.135 0.118 1.140 0.750 
104 P 36746 717 L 2:2 Jug: Gouged 0.126 0.128 0.980 0.825 
  Ref 94 717 L 2:2 Jug: Gouged 0.137 0.123 1.110 0.950 
  Average:            1.101 0.814 
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Cat 
No. 
Agora 
No. 
Lot 
(BH) Deposit Classification 
Height 
(m.) 
Diam. 
(m.) 
Ratio 
(H/W) 
Capacity 
(L) 
L 2:2, LAYER IV 
  Ref 4 714 L 2:2 Jug: Gouged 0.135 0.113 1.190 0.700 
123 P 36752 715 L 2:2 Jug: Gouged 0.116 0.104 1.120 0.550 
  Ref 61 715 L 2:2 Jug: Gouged 0.125 0.113 1.110 0.625 
  Ref 16 715 L 2:2 Jug: Gouged 0.132 0.112 1.180 0.650 
  Ref 36 715 L 2:2 Jug: Gouged 0.127 0.116 1.090 0.700 
119 P 36732 715 L 2:2 Jug: Gouged 0.130 0.115 1.130 0.700 
121 P 36735 715 L 2:2 Jug: Gouged 0.137 0.115 1.190 0.700 
125 P 36762 715 L 2:2 Jug: Gouged 0.123 0.114 1.080 0.725 
  Ref 37 715 L 2:2 Jug: Gouged 0.130 0.119 1.090 0.725 
  Ref 51 715 L 2:2 Jug: Gouged 0.131 0.117 1.120 0.725 
  Ref 24 715 L 2:2 Jug: Gouged 0.132 0.112 1.180 0.725 
  Ref 49 715 L 2:2 Jug: Gouged 0.129 0.114 1.130 0.750 
  Ref 21 715 L 2:2 Jug: Gouged 0.140 0.117 1.200 0.750 
  Ref 34 715 L 2:2 Jug: Gouged 0.138 0.115 1.200 0.750 
  Ref 32 715 L 2:2 Jug: Gouged 0.141 0.117 1.210 0.750 
  Ref 26 715 L 2:2 Jug: Gouged 0.142 0.112 1.270 0.750 
  Ref 5 715 L 2:2 Jug: Gouged 0.146 0.114 1.280 0.750 
  Ref 33 715 L 2:2 Jug: Gouged 0.147 0.112 1.310 0.750 
117 P 36725 715 L 2:2 Jug: Gouged 0.130 0.115 1.130 0.775 
  Ref 64 715 L 2:2 Jug: Gouged 0.136 0.117 1.160 0.775 
  Ref 25 715 L 2:2 Jug: Gouged 0.148 0.112 1.320 0.775 
  Ref 31 715 L 2:2 Jug: Gouged 0.140 0.118 1.190 0.800 
124 P 36755 715 L 2:2 Jug: Gouged 0.152 0.113 1.350 0.800 
  Ref 23 715 L 2:2 Jug: Gouged 0.142 0.116 1.220 0.850 
  Ref 28 715 L 2:2 Jug: Gouged 0.143 0.120 1.190 0.875 
  Ref 56 715 L 2:2 Jug: Gouged 0.136 0.125 1.090 0.900 
  Ref 43 715 L 2:2 Jug: Gouged 0.145 0.123 1.180 0.900 
  Ref 40 715 L 2:2 Jug: Gouged 0.148 0.119 1.240 0.900 
  Average:            1.184 0.754 
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Table A2.  Small Attic gouged jugs.  Well L 2:2 and Well M 2:1. 
 
Cat. 
No. 
Agora 
No. 
Lot 
(BH) Deposit Classification 
Height 
(m.) 
Diam. 
(m.) 
Ratio 
(H/W) 
Capacity 
(L) 
118 P 36730 715 L 2:2 Jug: Gouged, small 0.110 0.097 1.130 0.350 
120 P 36733 715 L 2:2 Jug: Gouged, small 0.103 0.096 1.070 0.375 
  P 36756 715 L 2:2 Jug: Gouged, small 0.102 0.098 1.040 0.400 
103 P 36744 717 L 2:2 Jug: Gouged, small 0.085 0.102 0.830 0.400 
  P 36751 718 L 2:2 Jug: Gouged, small 0.088 0.096 0.920 0.350 
  Ref 132 718 L 2:2 Jug: Gouged, small 0.105 0.103 1.020 0.450 
  Ref 127 718 L 2:2 Jug: Gouged, small 0.104 0.114 0.910 0.450 
69 P 37057 728 M 2:1 Jug: Gouged, small 0.084 0.095 0.880 0.275 
70 P 37061 728 M 2:1 Jug: Gouged, small 0.086 0.092 0.930 0.300 
55 P 37067 729 M 2:1 Jug: Gouged, small 0.098 0.095 1.030 0.350 
36 P 37076 731 M 2:1 Jug: Gouged, small 0.102 0.105 0.970 0.450 
35 P 37073 731 M 2:1 Jug: Gouged, small 0.110 0.105 1.050 0.475 
  Average:            0.982 0.385 
 
 
Table A3.  Other Attic and non-Attic jugs.  Well L 2:2 and Well M 2:1. 
 
Cat. 
No. 
Agora 
No. 
Lot 
(BH) Deposit Classification 
Height 
(m.) 
Diam. 
(m.) 
Ratio 
(H/W) 
Capacity 
(L) 
82 P 36754 718 L 2:2 Jug: M 291 0.114 0.092 1.240 0.350 
  Ref 170 732 M 2:1 Jug: M 295 0.132 0.112 1.180 0.600 
  P 37080 731 M 2:1 Jug: M 296 0.203 0.152 1.340 1.900 
  Ref 127 731 M 2:1 Jug: M 296 0.208 0.159 1.310 2.000 
  Ref 136 718 L 2:2 Jug: M 294 0.227 0.180 1.260 3.000 
                  
41 P 37049 730 M 2:1 Jug: Boeotian 0.121 0.116 1.040 0.700 
  Ref 71 716 L 2:2 Jug: Boeotian 0.155 0.155 1.000 1.500 
  Ref 89 717 L 2:2 Jug: Boeotian 0.155 0.170 0.910 1.900 
  Ref 20 715 L 2:2 Jug: Boeotian 0.197 0.153 1.290 2.100 
                  
51 P 37065 729 M 2:1 Jug: Argolid 0.170 0.164 1.040 2.000 
  Ref 23 728 M 2:1 Jug: Argolid 0.170 0.170 1.000 2.075 
                  
27 P 37047 731 M 2:1 Jug: Unidentified 0.103 0.103 1.000 0.350 
28 P 37048 731 M 2:1 Jug: Unidentified 0.100 0.098 1.020 0.375 
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Table A4.  Average capacities and H/W ratios by layer. 
 
AVERAGES FOR MEDIUM GOUGED JUGS 
  Lot (BH) Deposit Average Ratio (H/W) Average Capacity (L) 
WELL L 2:2 
LAYER II 718 L 2:2 1.014 0.774 
LAYER III 716/717 L 2:2 1.101 0.814 
LAYER IV 715/714 L 2:2 1.184 0.754 
WELL M 2:1 
LAYER III 732 M 2:1 1.009 0.727 
LAYER IVa 731 M 2:1 1.004 0.823 
LAYER IVb-c 729/730 M 2:1 0.990 0.814 
LAYER IVd 728 M 2:1 0.994 0.810 
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Catalogue 
 
 
 The objects in the following catalogue have been included either because they 
provide the best indication of date or because they best demonstrate the variety of shapes 
present in a given context. The wells that form the core of this project have been listed 
first, beginning with the earlier of the two. Selected objects from Deposits K 1:4 and I-J 
2-3:1 have been listed at the end for comparison. Where appropriate, the larger deposits 
have been arranged according to layer or lot number. At the time of excavation, pottery 
from each “basket”, or excavation unit, was grouped into “lots”, which are determined by 
ceramic chronology and context of deposition. For example, if three arbitrary half-meter 
baskets from a well had no demonstrable change in chronology among the pottery and no 
break in deposition of pots was observed at the time of excavation, these three baskets 
would have been combined into one lot. If two baskets contained pottery of the same 
date, but different soil matrices were observed between the two during excavation, the 
two baskets might have been assigned to separate lots. At other times, especially in a 
large well, the excavator may see no difference in chronology and no change in soil 
during excavation, but the pottery may nonetheless be divided into arbitrary lots to avoid 
an error in combining too much material, given that the chronology of late Roman pottery 
is continually being refined. This is the approach that was used when determining lots for 
Wells L 2:2 and M 2:1. After a closer examination of the pottery from the wells, for the 
purposes of this study, several lots were combined into larger layers that more accurately 
reflect meaningful change in the deposition of pots in the wells, either cultural or 
chronological. Nonetheless, within some of the larger layers, the objects have still been 
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listed according to lot number in order to retain a sense of vertical stratigraphy among the 
material. 
 Within each layer or lot, the objects have been listed in order from the most 
precisely datable to the least, beginning with lamps and imported fine wares. Dates 
provided for lamps and imported fine wares (primarily LRC) have been derived from 
external evidence in previous publications. Local fine wares have been included here as 
well, though they have not been studied as thoroughly, and their dates usually rely on 
those of the imports. Imported amphoras and cooking pots follow the fine wares.  
Although these shapes do not change as quickly over time, they were exported widely 
and have therefore been documented across the Mediterranean, making these coarse 
wares the next most useful classes for dating each deposit. Dates provided for the 
amphoras have been determined using both evidence from other sites and the evidence 
from the wells, but it has been noted when an object is being dated primarily by its 
position in the deposit. Imported cooking pots and jugs follow the amphoras. Most of 
these cannot be dated more precisely that by a century or two (many cannot be identified, 
due to a lack of known parallels), but these imported vessels are less numerous than the 
local jugs and therefore stand out in the assemblages. Attic jugs have been listed last, as 
they are the most numerous and varied, and most are dated by position. The dates of the 
other objects from the well should provide some indication of how these local jugs 
change over time. The date of each layer was determined not by any single object but by 
the combined evidence from all classes of pottery and lamps. 
 Most objects have already been catalogued as finds in the database of the 
Athenian Agora Excavations and in these cases, Agora find numbers have been listed in 
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parentheses below the title of each entry. Agora catalogue numbers begin with a letter 
prefix that refers to the class of the object (L = Lamps, P = Pottery) followed by a number 
that indicates its sequence in the number finds in this class since the beginning of the 
excavation (P 20, a very low number, was excavated in 1931; P 37083, a very high 
number, in 2012). Some objects, however, were not catalogued at the time of excavation, 
and were re-discovered in storage during subsequent study. They have been included in 
this catalogue because their form represents a ceramic development not represented 
among the previously catalogued finds, but they have not yet been given an Agora 
number. 
 For pottery, dimensions provided are height (H.) or preserved height (P.H.) when 
the complete profile is not preserved; diameter of the rim (Diam. rim ); in the case of jugs 
and amphoras, maximum diameter of the body (Diam. max); and diameter of the base 
(Diam. base).  A maximum diameter is not always provided in pottery catalogues, but it 
is significant for this body of material since the measurement can help to describe the 
proportions of the vessels (squat or elongated). Measurements for lamps are given as 
length (L.), width (W.), and height (H.). 
 Fabric descriptions are based on macroscopic observation. Munsell numbers have 
been provided to describe the most prominent color of the fired clay, but the spectrum of 
color on a single vessel can vary widely, especially for gouged jugs. Quantity of 
inclusions (“frequent”, “rare”) is a visual approximation, but an attempt has been made to 
keep terminology consistent. 
 Parallels have been cited in order to provide support for identification and for the 
date of each object. For lamps, the primary sources cited are Agora VII and Karivieri’s 
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work on the late Roman Athenian lamp industry. Although the dates for many 4th century 
lamps in Agora VII are no longer accurate, they have been listed in order to provide 
comparison for Karivieri’s revised chronology for Attic lamps. Karivieri’s dates for 
glazed and late un-glazed lamps have been followed for determining the dates of the 
lamps here. Fine wares have been dated according to John Hayes’s Late Roman Pottery 
(LRP). Their presence in the wells is so rare and their state of preservation so 
fragmentary, however, that lamps typically provide the most precise indication of date for 
a given layer. Deposits K 1:4 and I-J 2-3:1 contained a wider variety of imported fine 
wares along with many of the coarse wares found in the wells, making them important 
points of comparison for the two well deposits. All deposits contained examples of 
locally produced fine-ware bowls, and several of these shapes are unique to the Attic 
series. Although a selection of these local bowls were published in Agora V, a detailed 
study of their typology and chronology has yet to be published,494 and the dates for these 
object rely heavily on their context. Others imitate the imported forms of Late Roman C 
or African Red Slip, tying their chronology to the production of those wares.495 
For amphoras, the Carthage system of classification has been cited first, where 
applicable, as it is the most widely used and easily recognizable. Where more recent 
typologies offer the opportunity for further subdivision (i.e. Pieri), those have been cited 
and discussed as well. Local and imported jugs suffer from a lack of thorough 
publication, and the best parallels for these usually come from Agora V. The few 
published parallels that exist have been cited, though the Agora deposits remain the most 
                                                            
494 An Agora volume on locally produced pottery of the Roman period by John Hayes is forthcoming. 
 
495 The forms of Late Roman C and African Red Slip can provide at the very least a terminus post quem for 
their Attic imitations, but an ending date for the local products is more difficult to determine. 
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reliable sources for determining the dates for these objects. Jugs are the one class of 
pottery that has been dated primarily by position in the two wells and by association with 
other more datable objects. Their catalogue entries here provide a much-needed update to 
the 5th and 6th century layers of Group L and Group M of Agora V. 
Terminology 
 
The terms below appear frequently in publications of ancient pottery, but the way 
in which they are used is not always consistent. The definitions provided describe the 
specific way in which they are used in this catalogue. 
 
Biconical A body that resembles two cones end to end, with a sharp 
carination at the maximum diameter. 
 
Carination A sharp angle in the profile of the vessel body. 
 
Complete The object is cracked or has been broken and mended, but no 
fragments are missing. 
 
False ring foot A solid base that gives the impression on the exterior of a separate, 
rounded ring with recessed underside. 
 
Globular A rounded body with the maximum diameter at the median (not 
spherical). 
 
Intact The entire object is preserved without cracks or missing fragments. 
This does not include minor chipping or abrasion.  A vessel that is 
“nearly intact” has not been broken except for the small fragments 
that are specified (e.g., part of a rim). 
 
Ovoid Elongated vessel body with maximum diameter either above or 
below the median. 
 
Recessed underside The exterior of the pot gives an impression of a solid base that is 
continuous with the vessel wall, but the underside is actually 
recessed, like that of a ring foot. 
 
Reverse curve A profile comprised of two arcs that turn in opposite directions (an 
S-curve). 
 
Ring foot A circular base that is clearly set off from the body on the exterior 
and interior (not solid). 
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Spherical A body that is evenly round, with no maximum diameter that is 
significantly larger than any other point on the body. 
 
Spined Handles that are ridged lengthwise down the center, often 
produced by folds in the ceramic fabric (LRA 1). 
 
 
Well M 2:1 
Layer I 
(Lot 735) 
 
1. Lamp Pl. 9 
(L 6170) 
L. 0.109, W. 0.083, H. 0.031 m. 
Complete; mended from two fragments.  
Disk: rays, framing ring around central filling hole. Rim: vine pattern with six 
clusters and four leaves. Kite-shaped nozzle with groove from air to wick hole. 
Solid grooved handle with leaf at bottom. Convex curve from base to rim. Base: 
within two circles: 'E'. Elpidophoros workshop. Reddish brown fabric (2.5YR 5/4). 
Thin, matte slip fired weak red (2.5YR 4/2) to black. 
Mid-4th c. A.D. 
Cf. Agora VII, 1560-1566, p.146, pl. 28, mid-4th c. A.D; Karivieri 1996, no. 163, p. 
209, mid-4th c. A.D. 
 
Layer II  
(Lot 733 - coins) 
 
This layer contained 15 bronze and leaded bronze coins and two lead tokens, most of 
which were very small and illegible. The best preserved is N 78660, a bronze coin, with an 
emperor dragging captive right (heavily corroded). This is a known type of Arcadius, 
minted in A.D. 383-386 (See Grierson and Mays 1992, nos. 62, 66, and 69, pp. 105-106, 
pl. 3; RIC 186/60(c)2; LRBC 1848). 
Other bronze objects were found in the layer as well, including a bronze hook (B 
2228 – for drawing water?) and three small bronze tools (B 2229, B 2230, B 2231). 
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Layer III  
(Lots 733-732) 
 
2. Lamp Pl. 9 
(L 6169) 
L. 0.107, W. 0.080, H. 0.032 m. 
Mended from seven fragments. Small fragment missing from disk and under 
nozzle. Blackened at nozzle.  
Disk: rosette with 21 pointed concave petals framed by dots; framing ring. 
Rim: plain with two panels. Kite-shaped nozzle. Solid grooved handle. Convex 
curve from base to rim. Base: within one ring: [STR] / [A]. Stratolaos workshop. 
Reddish yellow fabric (7.5YR 6/6) with reddish brown slip (2.5YR 5/4). 
Late 4th - Early 5th c. A.D. 
Camp 2015, no. 14, pp. 488-489, fig. 20. 
No precise parallel in Agora VII. Cf. Karivieri, no. 198, p. 220, Pl. 34, late 4th to 
early 5th c. A.D. 
 
3. Lamp Pl. 9 
(L 6166) 
L. 0.103, W. 0.070, H. 0.031 m. 
Complete. Large crack running from nozzle to base. Blackened at nozzle.  
Disk: central filling hole surrounded by three smaller holes and six branches; 
framing ring. Rim: herringbone. Kite-shaped nozzle with groove from air to wick 
hole. Handle: pierced; grooves extend into volutes on disk. Nearly vertical wall. 
Base: branch within two circles; three small circles at base of handle, five on 
underside of nozzle. Reddish brown fabric (2.5YR 5/4), no glaze. 
5th c. A.D. 
Camp 2015, no. 17, p. 490, fig. 21. 
 
4. Lamp Pl. 9 
(L 6167) 
L. 0.087, W. 0.062, H. 0.026 m. 
Intact. Blackened at nozzle.  
Disk: plain. Central filling hole surround by three small holes, framing ring. 
Rim: Herringbone. Kite-shaped nozzle with groove from air to wick hole. 
Grooved, pierced handle. Convex curve from base to rim. Base: within two circles, 
'K'. Reddish brown fabric (2.5YR 5/4), no glaze. 
Mid-5th c. A.D. 
Camp 2015, no. 16, p. 489, fig. 20. 
Cf. Karivieri 1996, no. 136, p. 201, pl. 11, mid-5th c. A.D.; Agora VII, no. 1374, p. 
141, pl. 26, second half of 4th c. A.D. Karivieri no. 136 ( = Agora VII, no. 1375, not 
illustrated) was found in a context with one coin of Arcadius, A.D. 395-408 and two other 
coins of the 5th century. 
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5. Lamp Pl. 9 
(L 6168) 
L. 0.092, W. 0.062, H. 0.030 m. 
Intact. Blackened at nozzle.  
Disk: Central filling hole framed by groove and four smaller holes. Second 
outer groove with fifth hole. Rim: six small circles, framing groove. Nozzle framed 
by stylized volutes; underside off-set by two grooves. Grooved, pierced handle. 
Nearly vertical wall with groove at median. Base: within circle, branch. Light red 
fabric (2.5YR 6/6), no glaze. 
Possibly ΚΥ- workshop. 
First half of 5th c. A.D. 
Agora VII: cf. 1200 for rim, 1296 for volutes, pp. 137, 139, pls. 24-25. The ΚΥ- 
workshop began at the end of the 4th century, peaked in the 5th, and ceased at the end of the 
5th or early 6th century (Karivieri 1996 p. 110). 
 
6. Bowl – Local RS Fig. 2, Pl. 10 
(P 37054) 
H. 0.135-0.146, Diam. rim 0.305, Diam. base 0.093 m. 
Mended from many fragments; several small body sherds missing from wall.  
Ring foot. Straight flaring wall. Tall, vertical keel rim. Rounded, inward 
thickened rim. Two horizontal ribbon handles, unevenly placed (not directly across 
from each other). Two concentric grooves on interior floor. Pair of grooves at top 
and bottom of rim. White painted spirals on rim exterior. Light red fabric (2.5YR 
6/6) with few large white, gray inclusions; red slip (10R 5/8). 
4th – 5th c. A.D. 
Camp 2015, no. 9, pp. 486-487, fig. 17. 
Cf. Agora V, K 19 – K 25, pp. 61-62, pls. 12, 37, 42 (mid-3rd c. A.D.). According to 
Robinson, red slipped bowls with white painted decoration on the rims are common in 
agora deposits of the 3rd and 4th centuries, and a kiln with wasters of this fabric was found 
in the agora, confirming their local origin (Agora V, p. 61). Attic pottery with white 
painted decoration continues to appear frequently in deposits of the early 5th century (see 
Deposit I-J 2-3:1, below) and may have been produced until the end of the century (Hayes 
2010, p. 25). 
 
7. Bowl – Local RS Fig. 2 
(P 37084) 
H. 0.082, Diam. rim 0.172, Diam. base 0.060 m. 
Bowl with vertical rim. Intact. Overall wear. Thin slip on rim and interior, 
dripped onto lower wall. Ring foot. Straight flaring wall with tall, folded, vertical 
rim. Two grooves at top of rim. Light reddish brown fabric (2.5YR 6/4); thin, 
reddish brown slip (2.5YR 4/3) over interior and upper exterior. 
4th – 5th c. A.D. 
Camp 2015, no. 10, p. 487, fig. 17. 
Cf. 132; Agora V, K 41-45, p. 63, pl. 12. 
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8. Cooking – LR Micaceous Aegean Fig. 2 
(P 37056) 
H. 0.163, Diam. rim 0.200, Diam. max 0.232 m. 
Carinated casserole. Mended from many fragments; two large fragments 
missing from lower body. Exterior entirely blackened. Rounded bottom with 
dimple. Convex lower body with carination just above median. Straight upper wall 
tapers to out turned rim. Groove on top of rim. Two small strap handles. Coarse 
brown fabric (7.5YR 4/2); micaceous. 
Early 5th c. A.D. 
Cf. Slane and Sanders 2005, no. 1-28, p. 255, fig. 3 (Assemblage 1, first half of the 
5th century). For date, see Albarella, Ceglia, and Roberts 1993, nos. 61-70, pp. 180-184, 
fig. 11, context dated A.D. 420-430. 
 
9. Jug – M 299 Pls. 6, 10 
(P 37087) 
P.H. 0.175, Diam. max 0.138, Diam. base 0.056 m. 
Complete except for missing rim. 
Ring foot. Squat body with maximum diameter at median – almost bi-conical. 
Narrow neck flares to rim. Vertical strap handle attached at upper neck and 
shoulder. Short, oblique gouged lines on shoulder.  Three grooves on lower neck. 
Light red fabric (2.5YR 6/8). 
Mid-4th – early 5th c. A.D. 
Cf. Agora V, L 43, L 44, p. 78, pl. 17 and M 297 – M 299, pp. 111-112, pl. 30 (late 
4th c. A.D.); Kouveli 2014a, NMA 4861, pp. 72-73, fig. 11δ (late 4th – early 5th c. A.D.). 
Cf. also Slane 1990, no. 213, p. 102, pl. 13 (context second half of 4th c. A.D.). For an 
earlier publication of the same deposits from the excavations for the New Acropolis 
Museum, see Kouveli 2010. 
 
10. Jug – Unidentified Fig. 2  
(P 37083) 
P.H. 0.174, Diam. rim 0.035, Diam. max 0.120, Diam. base 0.053 m. 
Complete except for small chip from rim, foot heavily chipped; Large crack 
running down body.  
Disk foot. Ovoid body with maximum diameter below median. Narrow neck 
with straight rim. Small strap handle attached at neck and shoulder. Wheel-ridging 
on body. Micaceous, reddish yellow fabric (7.5YR 6/6). 
Early 5th c. A.D.  (dated by position) 
Cf. 27, 28. 
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11. Jug – Unidentified Fig. 2  
(P 37085) 
H. 0.243, Diam. max 0.186, Diam. base 0.080 m. 
Body complete; half of neck and rim missing; handle intact.  
Double ring foot with thin outer ring and thick, flat inner ring; nipple at 
center. Round, globular body with continuous curve to flaring neck. Straight rim 
with groove on top. Thick strap handle with two grooves, attached at rim and 
upper body. Narrow shallow wheel-riding from shoulder down, partially smoothed 
at median. Coarse yellowish red fabric (5YR 5/6) with abundant white and gray 
inclusions, small to very large. 
Early 5th c. A.D.  (dated by position) 
 
12. Jug – M 220 Pl. 10 
(P 37082) 
H. 0.380; Est. Diam. rim 0.011, Diam. base 0.106 m. 
Nearly complete. Half of rim missing and heavily chipped at foot. Two cracks 
running through shoulder. Abraded surface on body.  
Ring foot. Tall, ovoid body with maximum diameter above median. High 
flaring neck. Triangular, projecting rim with three grooves. Vertical strap handle 
with three grooves, attached at rim and shoulder. Long, ovoid body. Band of three 
grooves on shoulder at handle zone. Fabric: Light reddish brown to light red  
(2.5YR 6/4-6/6) with few white inclusions, mica. Slip fired weak red to red (10R 
5/4-5/6). 
4th - Early 5th c. A.D. 
Cf. Agora V, M 220-222, p. 105, pl. 27. Robinson cites one other nearly complete jug 
with fragments of twelve others in storage from the same layer of Group M (Layer VII, 
early 4th century). The most complete example from these has more elongated proportions, 
much like the example here. Cf. also L 41, p. 78, pl. 17 for a more slender version (Group 
L, Layer III, late 4th century) and Kouveli 2014a, NMA 5517, pp. 72-73, fig. 11α (late 4th – 
early 5th c. A.D.). For an earlier publication of the same deposits from the excavations for 
the New Acropolis Museum, see Kouveli 2010. 
 
13. Jug – M 220  
(P 37104) 
P.H. 0.325, Diam. base 0.094 m. 
Upper neck and handle missing. Foot heavily chipped. Glaze worn on upper 
body. 
Flaring ring foot. Fusiform body. Band of two grooves on shoulder and at 
base of neck. High, flaring neck. Light reddish brown fabric (5YR 6/4). Frequent 
small white, gray inclusions with a few flecks of mica. Thin slip fired weak red 
(10R 4/4) to black. 
4th – early 5th c. A.D. 
See notes on 12. 
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14. Mug – Gouged, L 38 Fig. 2, Pl. 4 
(P 37081) 
H. 0.137, Diam. rim 0.068, Diam. max. 0.115, Diam. base 0.041 m. 
Intact with minor wear.  
Narrow ring foot. Plump, spherical body. Short vertical neck with rounded lip. 
Vertical strap handle with three grooves, attached at neck and upper body. Gouged 
lines over wheel-ridging. Groove just under rim and at junction of neck and body. 
Fabric pale red on exterior (10R 6/3), light red at core (10R 6/6) with few white 
inclusions, some mica. Slightly metallic, weak red slip (10R 5/4), almost down to 
foot. 
Early 5th c. A.D. 
Cf. Agora V, L 38, p. 78, pl. 16 and M 292-293, p. 111, pl. 30 (later 4th c. A.D.); 
Kouveli 2014a, NMA 5518, pp. 72-73, fig. 11γ (late 4th – early 5th c. A.D.). 
 
15. Mug – Gouged, L 38  Pls. 4, 10 
(P 37086) 
H. 0.146, Est. Diam. rim 0.072, Diam. base 0.049 m. 
Body intact; 1/2 rim missing. 
Narrow ring foot. Spherical body. Short, vertical neck with rolled rim. 
Vertical strap handle with single groove. Gouged lines over wheel ridging. Pale 
red fabric (10R 6/3) with few white inclusions, some mica. Weak red slip (10R 
5/4) to bottom of gouged lines. 
Early 5th c. A.D. 
Camp 2015, no. 12, p. 488, fig. 18. 
Cf. Agora V, L 38, p. 78, pl. 16 and M 292-293, p. 111, pl. 30 (later 4th c. A.D.); 
Kouveli 2014a, NMA 5518, pp. 72-73, fig. 11γ (late 4th – early 5th c. A.D.). 
 
Layer IV 
Lot 731 
 
16. Lamp Pl. 11 
(L 6165) 
L. 0.103, W. 0.070, H. 0.030 m. 
Complete except for small missing fragment at nozzle. Blackened at nozzle.  
Disk: plain. Central filling hole; broad channel to wick hole; small hole in 
channel. Rim: six rosettes alternating with small circles. Solid grooved handle. 
Straight wall. Base: within two circles: XIO/NHC. Light red fabric (2.5YR 6/6), no 
glaze. 
Chione workshop, imitation of North African lamp. 
Mid-5th c. A.D. 
Camp 2015, no. 15, p. 489, fig. 20. 
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No precise parallel in Agora VII:  cf. 2416 (Chione workshop) and 2663 for shape, 
pp. 176, 186; pls. 38, 42, 50. For signature, cf. Kerameikos XVI, no. 4704, p. 295, pl. 90. 
 
17. Amphora – LRA 1 Pl. 7  
(P 37031) 
H. 0.481, Diam. rim 0.088, Diam. max 0.254 m. 
Intact.  
Rounded bottom with nipple. Cylindrical body. Vertical neck with outward 
thickened rim. Two spined handles attached at neck and shoulder. Wheel-ridging 
from shoulder to base. Large, cursive dipinto in red on one side of shoulder; Greek 
letters in red on the other: [P O A Y  B _ _ / X R] (possible chi-rho ligature). Small 
cursive dipinto in red beneath one handle. Red paint streaked on one handle. 
Coarse fabric with abundant small inclusions, fired very pale brown at surface 
(10YR 8/2). 
Carthage LR Amphora 1, Pieri LRA 1A transition 
First half of 5th c. A.D. (dated by position) 
Cf. Pieri 2005, p. 73, figs. 29-30. The base of the amphora still tapers slightly with a 
relatively straight wall (fig. 29b), not yet cylindrical (fig. 30), but the diameter of the rim 
is well over 7.5 cm. Cf. also Riley 1979 no. 337, p. 215, fig. 91 (though this is a composite 
drawing, with the top from one amphora and the bottom from another). 
 
18. Amphora – LRA 1 Pl. 11 
(P 37033) 
H. 0.500, Diam. rim 0.087, Diam. max 0.275 m. 
Intact except for small filling/emptying hole in lower body; small chip in rim. 
Shallow, rounded base with nipple. Wide, cylindrical body with slight 
waisting below median. Shallow shoulder. Vertical neck with rounded, outward-
thickened rim and collar. Two spined handles attached at neck and shoulder. 
Wheel-ridging from shoulder to base. Large, cursive dipinto in red on one side of 
shoulder. Coarse light red fabric (2.5YR 7/6) with abundant inclusions. Very pale 
brown slip (10YR 8/3). 
Carthage LR Amphora 1, Pieri LRA 1A transition 
First half of 5th c. A.D. (dated by position) 
See notes on 17, though the body of this amphora is somewhat wider and rounder. 
 
19. Amphora – LRA 3  Pl. 11 
(P 37107) 
P.H. 0.510, Diam. max 0.193 m. 
Preserved from neck down. 
Hollow, pointed toe. Long, fusiform body with maximum diameter at 
shoulder. Narrow neck. 
Riley LR Amphora 3 
5th c. A.D. 
Cf. Agora V, L 51, p. 79, Pl. 17. 
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Piéri (2005, pp. 95-97) designates this larger variety as “LRA 3A” to distinguish it 
from its smaller versions (LRA 3B). He subdivides this classification further (LRA 3A2-4) 
based on differences in rim and toe profiles; however, see notes on 50. 
 
20. Amphora – Unidentified Pl. 11 
(P 37115) 
H. 0.497, Diam. rim 0.060, Diam. max 0.253 m. 
Intact.  
Short, narrow ring foot with nippled underside. Straight, flaring wall to 
maximum diameter at shoulder. Steep shoulder tapers to tall, narrow neck with 
thin, outward thickened rim. Two small handles attached at shoulder and lower 
neck. Smoothed surface. Faint dipinto in black paint on one shoulder (one line of 
Greek letters). Large chi-rho in black (very faint) on the other. Relatively fine 
fabric for an amphora, fired light red (2.5YR 6/6). Frequent small white and 
abundant small brown inclusions; few large white. Few flecks of mica. 
First half of 5th c. A.D. (dated by position) 
No precise parallel at the Agora. Base, small handles, and profile of neck similar to 
M 325 (Agora V, p. 115, pl. 32), but the rim is much narrower. 
 
21. Amphora – Unidentified Fig. 3  
(P 37111) 
H. 0.428, Diam. rim 0.066, Diam. base 0.080 m. 
Mended from many fragments. Two large fragments missing near base and at 
shoulder.  
Flat base, slightly recessed. Wall flares to maximum diameter at shoulder. 
Steep shoulder with continuous curve to short, narrow neck. Vertical, outward 
thickened, squared rim. Two vertical, grooved handles attached at neck and middle 
of shoulder. Coarse red fabric (2.5YR 4/8, at core) fired black on interior and 
exterior. 
First half of 5th c. A.D. 
 
22. Stewpot – LR Micaceous Aegean Fig. 3  
(P 37091) 
H. 0.113, Diam. rim 0.128, Diam. max 0.138 m. 
Complete except for chip in rim and hole punched in bottom. Only a small 
portion of base and body blackened.  
Rounded bottom with squat, globular body. Squared, outturned rim. Two 
small, strap handles. Band of wheel-ridging on upper body. Brown fabric (7.5YR 
4/3); micaceous with few small white inclusions. 
First half of 5th c. A.D. 
Cf. Slane and Sanders 2005, nos. 1-28, 1-31, pp. 255-256, fig. 3 (Assemblage 1, first 
half of the 5th century).  
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23. Stewpot – LR Micaceous Aegean 
(P 37092) 
H. 0.142, Diam. rim 0.157, Diam. max 0.170 m. 
Complete except for minor chipping around rim and on body. Large crack 
running through bottom of vessel. Almost entirely blackened on exterior.  
Rounded bottom. Squat, globular body. Squared, outturned rim with shallow 
groove on top of rim. Two small, strap handles. Wheel-ridging on body. Brown 
fabric (7.5YR 4/2), micaceous. 
First half of 5th c. A.D. 
Cf. Slane and Sanders 2005, no. 1-28, p. 255, fig. 3 (Assemblage 1, first half of the 
5th century).  
 
24. Jug – Boeotian  Fig. 3  
(P 37072) 
P.H. 0.204, Diam. base 0.080, Diam. max 0.124 m. 
Complete except for missing rim.  
Ring foot with convex underside. Ovoid body. Tall, narrow, flaring neck. 
Strap handle with three grooves. Bands of spiral grooving at shoulder, base of 
neck, and below rim. Reddish yellow fabric (5YR 6/6) with few large, white 
inclusions. 
First half of 5th c. A.D. (dated by position) 
Cf. Agora V,  M 228, p. 105, pl. 27 (early 4th c. A.D.); L 46-47, p. 79, pl. 17 (later 4th 
c. A.D.); M 365, p. 118, pl. 33 (late 6th c. A.D.). 
 
25. Jug – Argolid Fig. 3  
(P 37070) 
H. 0.214, Diam. rim 0.083, Diam. max 0.165, Diam. base 0.092 m. 
Complete except for large chip from rim and small hole in body. Interior 
coated with resin. Flat base. Wide neck with outturned rim. Spouted mouth. 
Vertical strap handle with two grooves. Wheel-ridging on neck and upper body. 
Light yellowish brown fabric (10YR 6/4) with few large white inclusions. 
First half of 5th c. A.D. (dated by position) 
Cf. Agora V, L 48, p. 79, pl. 17 (later 4th c. A.D.) and M 321-322, p. 114, pl. 31 
(early 6th c. A.D.); Kouveli 2014a, NMA 4853, p. 67, fig. 6δ; Hayes 2010, p. 28, fig. 2 
(Agora P 33505); Hammond 2015, nos. 435 and 436, p. 335, fig. 47. 
 
26. Jug – Unidentified Fig. 3 
(P 37103) 
P.H. 0.135, Diam. base 0.155 m. 
Lower body intact; missing handle, neck.  
Flat, flaring base. Bell-shaped body tapers to narrow neck. Single vertical 
handle attached at neck and upper body. Two wide wavy lines incised around 
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lower body, separated by horizontal groove. Three wide, shallow grooves around 
upper body. Narrow wavy line incised around shoulder. Very pale brown fabric 
(10YR 7/3) with frequent small white, gray inclusions; some mica. 
First half of 5th c. A.D. 
Camp 2015, no. 13, p. 488, fig. 18. 
Cf. Agora P 9763, Deposit K 18:1.2 (unpublished). P 9763 is larger, with a total 
height of 0.281 m. and has a tall, flaring neck with grooved handle attached at rim and 
shoulder preserved. 
 
27. Jug – Unidentified Fig. 3  
(P 37047) 
H. 0.140,  Diam. rim 0.040, Diam. max 0.103, Diam. base 0.050 m. 
Intact; body slightly abraded and blackened.  
Ring foot. Piriform body with continuous curve to flaring neck. Wheel-ridging 
on lower body. Light yellowish brown exterior (10YR 6/4) with reddish yellow 
core (5YR 6/6). Very micaceous with frequent small, white inclusions. 
First half of 5th c. A.D. 
Cf. 10, 28. 
 
28. Jug – Unidentified 
(P 37048) 
H. 0.139, Diam. rim 0.041, Diam. base 0.055 m. 
Intact except for small chip out of rim. Small blackened spot on body.  
Ring foot. Piriform body. Slight carination at base of short, narrow neck. Neck 
flares slightly to straight, squared rim. Vertical strap handle. Wheel riding from 
neck down to lower body. Light brown fabric (7.5YR 6/4) with frequent small 
white inclusions, few gray; very micaceous. Traces of reddish yellow slip 
preserved on half of vessel (5YR 6/6). 
First half of 5th c. A.D. 
Cf. 10, 27. 
 
29. Jug – M 295 Fig. 4 
(P 37078) 
P.H. 0.194, Diam. max 0.119, Diam. base 0.062 m. 
Nearly complete. Broken at neck with rim missing but handle intact.  
Ring foot. Piriform body with continuous curve to narrow neck. Vertical 
grooved handle attached at neck and shoulder. Wheel-ridging on body and neck 
down to maximum diameter. Reddish yellow fabric (5YR 6/6) with rare, large 
white inclusions. Red slip (2.5YR 5/6) from neck to just below ridging. 
Late 4th – Early 5th c. A.D. 
Cf. Agora V, M 295, p. 111, pl. 30 (early 5th c. A.D.); Kouveli 2014a, NMA 4509, 
pp. 63-64, fig. 4γ (Οµαδα Β, 4th c. A.D.) 
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30. Jug – M 296 Fig. 4  
(P 37079) 
H. 0.291, Diam. max 0.150, Diam. base 0.083 m. 
Half rim and upper neck missing, otherwise intact. Slip worn at handle. 
Numerous small craters from exploded inclusions. Depression on body near 
handle, made pre-firing.  
Beveled ring foot. Ovoid body with maximum diameter just below median. 
Continuous curve to high narrow neck with reverse curve to rounded rim. Wide 
strap handle with three grooves attached at neck and shoulder. Three grooves just 
under rim. Narrow wheel-ridging on lower neck and continues down to lower third 
of body. Light reddish brown fabric (5YR 6/4) with frequent small and rare large 
white inclusions. Thin black-brown slip. 
Late 4th – Early 5th c. A.D. 
Camp 2015, no. 11, pp. 487-488, fig. 18. 
Agora V, M 296, p. 111 , pl. 30 (early 5th c. A.D.). This is a larger version of M 295, 
but all formal elements are the same. 
 
31. Jug – M 294 Fig. 5  
(P 37051) 
H. 0.355, Diam. rim 0.100, Diam. max 0.218, Diam. base 0.110 m. 
Complete. Long crack running from foot to base of neck. Glaze heavily worn. 
Ring foot. Ovoid body. Vertical neck with rounded, outward thickened rim. 
Round mouth. Vertical strap handle with four grooves attached at neck and 
shoulder. One band of three grooves at maximum diameter, one band at base of 
neck. Light brown fabric (7.5YR 6/3) with few large white inclusions. Thin slip 
fired brown (7.5YR 4/3) to black. 
First half of 5th c. A.D. 
Cf. Agora V, M 294, p. 111, pl. 30. The jug is similar in form to the more ubiquitous 
Attic gouged jugs, but it is larger and has no gouged decoration on the body. 
 
32. Jug – Gouged Fig. 4 
(P 37071) 
H. 0.169, Diam. rim 0.075, Diam. max 0.127, Diam. base 0.068 m. 
Intact; minor wear.  
Recessed underside. Globular body. Vertical neck with rounded, outward 
thickened rim; spouted mouth. Vertical strap handle with two grooves attached at 
neck and shoulder. Gouged lines over wheel-ridging. Two grooves at junction of 
body and neck. Reddish yellow fabric (5YR 6/6) with rare white inclusions, some 
mica. Thin, weak red slip (10R 5/4). 
First half of 5th c. A.D. 
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33. Jug – Gouged Fig. 4, Pl. 5  
(P 37075) 
H. 0.168, Diam. rim 0.070, Diam. max 0.135, Diam. base 0.072 m. 
Intact. Slight wear at rim.  
Recessed underside. Squat, globular body. Vertical neck with rounded, flaring 
rim. Spouted mouth. Vertical strap handle with two grooves attached at neck and 
shoulder. Gouged lines over wheel-ridging. Reddish yellow fabric (5YR 6/6) with  
rare, large white inclusions. Thin red slip (10R 5/6) down to maximum diameter of 
body. 
First half of 5th c. A.D. 
 
34. Jug – Gouged Fig. 4 
(P 37074) 
H. 0.178, Diam. rim 0.072, Diam. max 0.126, Diam. base 0.066 m. 
Intact; minor wear at rim and foot.   
Ring foot. Squat, ovoid body. Angular middle section - almost bi-conical. 
Vertical neck with rounded, outward thickened rim. Spouted mouth. Vertical strap 
handle with three grooves attached at neck and shoulder. Oblique gouged lines 
over wheel-ridging. Light reddish brown fabric (5YR 6/4) with rare, large white 
inclusions and very fine mica. Thin yellowish red slip (5YR 5/6) on upper body, 
down to maximum diameter. 
First half of 5th c. A.D. 
 
35. Jug – Gouged, small Fig. 4 
(P 37073) 
H. 0.154, Diam. rim 0.056, Diam. max 0.105, Diam. base 0.061 m. 
Intact. Slight wear at rim and foot.  
Ring foot. Squat, globular body. Vertical neck with rounded rim. Spouted 
mouth. Vertical strap handle with two grooves attached at neck and shoulder. 
Gouged lines over wheel-ridging. Two grooves at junction of neck and shoulder. 
Light reddish brown fabric (5YR 6/4) with few large white inclusions, frequent 
small gray. Red slip (2.5YR 6/5) on upper 3/4 of vessel. 
Mid-5th c. A.D. 
Cf. 36. 
 
36. Jug – Gouged, small 
(P 37076) 
H. 0.153, Diam. base 0.066, Diam. rim 0.057 m. 
Intact. Slip worn. Vessel wall slightly flattened below handle prior to firing. 
Beveled ring foot. Squat ovoid body. Vertical neck with slightly outturned, 
rounded rim. Spouted mouth. Vertical strap handle with two grooves attached at 
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neck and shoulder. Narrow wheel-ridging. Two grooves as junction of neck and 
shoulder. Light reddish brown fabric (5YR 6/4) with rare small to large white 
inclusions, frequent small gray inclusions. 
Mid-5th c. A.D. 
No gouged lines were added over the wheel-ridging on this jug, but it is otherwise 
typologically similar to the rest of the group. For size, cf. 35.  
 
Lot 730 
 
37. Amphora – LRA 1 
(P 37029) 
H. 0.498, Diam. rim 0.089, Diam. max 0.270, m. 
Complete except for small hole pierced in lower body; one large crack runs 
from shoulder to base.  
Pointed base with nipple. Narrow body widens to maximum diameter at 
shoulder with slight waisting in lower half. Vertical neck with flaring rim. Two 
spined handles attached at neck and shoulder. Wheel-ridging from shoulder to 
base. Cursive dipinti in red on two sides of shoulder and beneath one handle. 
Drops of white slip on one side of shoulder. Coarse pink fabric (7.5YR 7/4) with 
abundant small inclusions. Very pale brown slip (10YR 8/2). 
Carthage LR Amphora 1, Pieri LRA 1A transition 
Mid – late 5th c. A.D. (dated by position) 
Cf. 17 and 18. 
 
38. Amphora – LRA 1 Fig. 5 
(P 37041) 
H. 0.505; Diam. rim 0.081, Diam. max 0.270 m. 
Intact. Clay added to surface for blister repair.  
Pointed base with nipple. Cylindrical body with slight waisting below median. 
Vertical neck with outward rounded rim. Two spined handles attached at neck and 
shoulder. Wheel-ridging from shoulder to base. Faint dipinto in red paint preserved 
on shoulder. Coarse pink fabric (7.5YR 7/4). 
Riley LR Amphora 1, Pieri LRA 1A transition 
Mid – late 5th c. A.D. (dated by position) 
Cf. 17 and 18. 
 
39. Amphora – LRA 2 Fig. 5 
P.H. 0.324, Est. Diam. rim 0.100 m. 
Fragment with 1/3 rim, one handle and ca. 1/3 upper body preserved.  
Thick, straight wall flares to shoulder. Neck tapers to tall, flaring rim, rounded 
inward thickened lip. Smooth, oval handle attached at neck and shoulder. Band of 
shallow combing on shoulder. Pale brown fabric (10YR 6/3) with rare, large white, 
large gray inclusions; frequent small white, small gray. 
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Carthage LR Amphora 2, Pieri LRA 2A 
Mid –late 5th c. A.D. 
Cf. Riley 1979, no. 348-349, p. 219, figs. 91-92; Pieri 2005, pl. 24, no. 2. 
Pieri distinguishes between LRA 2A (shallow, straight combing and short neck), 
which is common during the 5th century and into the 6th, and LRA 2B (deep, wavy 
combing and elongated neck), which begins in the middle of the 6th century (Pieri 2005, 
pp. 86-88).  This amphora belongs in the former category. 
 
40. Cooking – LR Micaeceous Aegean Fig. 6  
P.H. 0.096, Est. Diam. rim 0.150 m. 
Fragment with rim, portion of wall, and one handle preserved. Rounded 
bottom with convex wall. Curves to outturned rim with shallow groove on top. 
Small strap handle with one groove. Wheel-ridging on body. Micaceous brown 
fabric (10YR 5/3) with rare, small white inclusions. 
Second half of 5th c. or later. 
Cf. Slane and Sanders 2005, nos. 2-34, 2-35, 2-36, p. 264, fig. 6. 
 
41. Jug – Boeotian Pl. 6 
(P 37049) 
H. 0.182, Diam. rim 0.049, Diam. max 0.116, Diam. base 0.068 m. 
Intact with slight chip at foot and rim. Horizontal crack running through body 
at mid-section.  
Recessed underside. Ovoid body with tall, narrow neck and flaring rim. 
Grooved strap handle attached at upper neck and shoulder. Band of spiral grooves 
at shoulder and below rim. Light red fabric (2.5YR 6/6) with few, large white 
inclusions. 
5th c. A.D. 
Cf. Agora V,  M 228, p. 105, pl. 27 (early 4th c. A.D.); L 46-47, p. 79, pl. 17 (later 4th 
c. A.D.); M 365, p. 118, pl. 33 (late 6th c. A.D.). 
 
42. Jug – Gouged 
(P 37069) 
H. 0.178, Diam. rim 0.066, Diam. max 0.125, Diam. base 0.065 m. 
Intact. Chipped around rim.  
Recessed underside. Ovoid body with maximum diameter just below median. 
Vertical neck with rounded, outward thickened rim, spouted mouth. Vertical strap 
handle with two grooves attached at neck and shoulder. Gouged lines over wheel-
ridging. Brown fabric (7.5YR 5/4) with few white inclusions, some quite large. 
Thin, dull black slip, worn away around handle, mouth, and front of body (where 
water runs down). 
First half of 5th c. A.D. 
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Lot 729 
 
43. Lamp Pl. 12 
(L 6164) 
L. 0.090, W. 0.0577, H. 0.030 m. 
Intact. Blackened at nozzle.  
Disk: plain. Central filling hole surrounded by three smaller holes. Framing 
ring. Rim: herringbone. Kite-shaped nozzle with short groove from air to wick 
hole. Solid grooved handle. Vertical wall. Base: two circles at base of handle and 
on underside of nozzle. Within three almond-shaped grooves: [SO], branch 
between letters. Reddish yellow fabric (5YR 6/6) with few white inclusions, mica. 
No glaze. 
Soteriea workshop 
Second half of 5th c. A.D. 
Camp 2015, no. 18, p. 490, fig. 21. 
Cf. Agora VII, 2712, p. 188, pl. 42, first half of 5th c. A.D. For signature, cf. 
Kerameikos XVI, no. 4448, p. 274, pl. 90 (dated A.D. 390-415, but without almond-
shaped grooves). Binder’s relative chronology for the Soteriea workshop is accurate – that 
the Chione workshop was in full production before Soteriea was well established (Agora 
VII, p. 53) – but her absolute dates are still a bit early. Most lamps of the Soteriea 
workshop were produced in the second half of the 5th century, and none have been found 
in contexts of the late 4th or early 5th century (Karivieri 1996, p. 135). 
 
44. Bowl – LRC Fig. 6  
Est. Diam. 0.31, ca. 12% preserved. 
Rim fragment.  
Small, concave rim projects from body of vessel, more so than most examples 
of Form 3C. Core and exterior: Light red (2.5YR 6/8). Rim: Very pale brown 
(10YR 8/3). 
Hayes Form 3H. 
First half of 6th c. A.D. 
According to Hayes (as of 1976), this variant is a separate development in the ware 
that occurs in the 6th century (LRP, p. 338).  Although none of the other pottery in this lot 
has to be quite that late, at the very least, this rim indicates the deposit is well beyond the 
first half of the 5th century by this point. The examples from LRP (nos. 28-29, p. 335, fig. 
68) have been republished in  Agora XXXII (nos. 1294 and 1297, pp. 242-243, fig. 40) 
where they are dated to the second quarter of the 6th century. Reynolds (1995, p. 147) also 
places Form 3H in the first half of the 6th century. 
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45. Bowl – LRC or Local RS Fig. 6  
Max. Dim. 0.07 m. 
Body sherd from bowl or plate, broken on all sides. Stamp with incised 
groove. Stamped motif: three stacked pairs of scrolls with two small circles at 
center. Fabric and slip: light red (2.5YR 6/8). Frequent small white inclusions. 
5th c. A.D. 
No precise parallel for stamp in Hayes, LRP. Possibly a local imitation of LRC - 
fabric color and composition are more similar to local wares. 
 
46. Amphora – Laconian Pl. 12 
(P 37106) 
P.H. 0.390, Diam. max 0.230; Diam. base 0.063 m. 
Lower body preserved (in Agora catalogue). Two fragments in tins join to 
complete the vessel profile. 
Flaring base with recessed, nippled underside. Straight, flaring wall to 
shoulder. Tall, narrow neck. Single vertical handle attached at neck and shoulder. 
Hard-fired, fine, reddish yellow fabric (5YR 6/6) with mica. Thin slip fired red 
(10R 5/6) to black, streaked around upper 3/4 of body. 
Late 5th c. A.D. (dated by position) 
Cf. Agora V, M 315, p. 113, pl. 33; Reynolds 2010, p. 96, 108, fig. 5; Ivantchik 2002, 
nos. 144-147, 151-153, p. 392, figs. 23-25 (context of the early 5th century A.D.). 
 
47. Amphora – LRA 1  
(P 37022) 
H. 0.495, Diam. rim 0.083, Diam. max 0.290, m. 
Intact.  
Rounded bottom with nipple. Slight waisting in lower body with maximum 
diameter just above median. Vertical neck with rounded rim, fake collar. Two 
spined handles. Wheel-riding from shoulder to base. Cursive dipinti in red on both 
sides of shoulder. Coarse fabric fired light red (2.5YR 7/6) to very pale brown 
(10YR 8/4); abundant inclusions. 
Carthage LR Amphora 1, Pieri LRA 1A transition 
Late 5th c. A.D. (dated by position) 
Cf. 17 and 18. 
 
48. Amphora – LRA 1 Pl. 12 
(P 37042) 
P.H. 0.495, Diam. rim 0.081, Diam. max 0.296 m. 
Half of base and one handle missing.  
Narrow rounded base flares to wide, cylindrical upper body. Vertical neck 
with outward thickened rim. One spined handle preserved attached at neck and 
shoulder. Wheel-ridging from shoulder to base. Faint dipinto in red on one side of 
shoulder; drop of red paint under preserved handle. Coarse, reddish yellow fabric 
(5YR 7/6) with abundant inclusions. 
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Carthage LR Amphora 1, Pieri LRA 1A transition 
Late 5th c. A.D. (dated by position) 
Cf. 17 and 18. The body of the amphora is more convex, but the rim diameter is still 
consistent. The breakage pattern of the handle and the damage to the base of the vessel 
suggests the nature of its deposition – one handle broke, and the pot fell to the bottom of 
the well, breaking the base in the process.  
 
49. Amphora – LRA 1 
(P 37110) 
H. 0.481;  Diam. rim 0.090, Diam. max 0.268 m. 
Intact.  
Rounded base slightly pointed to nipple. Nearly cylindrical body with very 
slight "waisting" just below median. Vertical neck with outward thickened rim. 
Two spined handles attached at shoulder and below rim. Wheel-ridging from 
shoulder to base. Large “X” incised on lower body. Coarse pink fabric (7.5YR 
7/4). 
Carthage LR Amphora 1, Pieri LRA 1A transition 
Late 5th c. A.D. 
Cf. 17 and 18. 
 
50. Amphora – LRA 3 Pl. 12 
(P 37039) 
P.H. 0.59, Diam. max 0.205 m. 
Body nearly complete; toe slightly chipped; rim and one handle missing. 
Filling hole in shoulder; smaller hole in lower body.  
Narrow base with round, hollow toe. Fusiform body. Narrow neck with strap 
handle attached below rim and at base of neck. Wide wheel-ridging from rim to 
toe. Soft red fabric (2.5YR 5/6), micaceous. 
Carthage LR Amphora 3, Benghazi LR Amphora 10, Pieri LRA 3A3 
Second half of 5th c. A.D. 
Cf. Agora V, L 50-51, p. 79, pl. 17; Pieri 2005, p. 95-96, figs. 57 (A3), 58. 
The base of this amphora is cylindrical and hollow, a characteristic more common on 
earlier examples, including one-handled versions of this form (see Pieri 2005, p. 95, fig. 
57 (A2)). The body, however, is less bulbous and tapers more sharply above and below the 
shoulder, as is characteristic of later examples (see Agora V, M 373, p. 119, pl. 34).  
Although differences in the shape of the toe may be an indication of chronology (Williams 
and Zervos 1981, pp. 139-140; Pieri 2005, p. 96), it is also very possible that these 
different forms are simply the products of different workshops, as open and closed toes do 
appear together in contexts of the same date (see Ladstätter 2008, pp. 180-181). See also 
Agora Deposit T 22:3 – this small deposit dates no later than the first quarter of the 5th 
century A.D., but both open and closed bases of LRA 3 are present among the context 
pottery in quantity. 
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51. Jug – Argolid  
(P 37065) 
H. 0.218, Diam. rim 0.065, Diam. max 0.164, Diam. base 0.107 m. 
Intact except for large chip from rim at spout.  
Wide, flat base. Ovoid body with maximum diameter at shoulder. Narrow 
neck curves to horizontal, everted rim with spouted mouth. Shallow groove on top 
of rim. Vertical strap handle with two grooves attached at neck and shoulder. 
Wheel-ridging on upper two-thirds of body. Coarse, very pale brown fabric (10YR 
8/2 to 10YR 7/4). Coarse fabric with frequent small gray, white inclusions; few 
large white exploded inclusions. 
Late 5th – early 6th c. A.D. (dated by position) 
Cf. 25; Agora V, L 48, p. 79, pl. 17 (later 4th c. A.D.) and M 321-322, p. 114, pl. 31 
(early 6th c. A.D.); Kouveli 2014a, NMA 4853, p. 67, fig. 6δ; Hayes 2010, p. 28, fig. 2 
(Agora P 33505); Hammond 2015, nos. 435 and 436, p. 335, fig. 47. 
 
52. Jug – M 295 
(P 37050) 
H. 0.190, Diam. base 0.068 m. 
Broken at neck – rim missing, handle intact. 
Ring foot. Ovoid body with continuous curve to narrow, flaring neck. 
Grooved, strap handle attached at neck and shoulder. Reddish yellow fabric (5YR 
6/6) with rare, large white inclusions. Red slip (2.5YR 5/6) from neck to just below 
ridging. 
Late 4th – Early 5th c. A.D. 
Cf. 29; Agora V, M 295, p. 111, pl. 30 (early 5th c. A.D.); Kouveli 2014a, NMA 
4509, pp. 63-64, fig. 4γ (Οµαδα Β, 4th c. A.D.). It is unusual to see this shape appear in a 
context later than the early 5th century.  Because there are no other pots of the early 5th 
century, however, the presence of this jug does not suggest an early date for this layer. For 
an earlier publication of the same deposits from the excavations for the New Acropolis 
Museum, see Kouveli 2010. 
 
53. Jug – Gouged 
(P 37066) 
H. 0.174, Diam. rim 0.075, Diam. base 0.073, m. 
Intact with only minor wear at rim and base; surface of body abraded.  
Ring foot. Ovoid body with maximum diameter just below median. Vertical 
neck with slightly outturned, thickened rounded rim. Round mouth with no spout. 
Vertical strap handle with two deep grooves attached at neck and shoulder. 
Gouged lines over wheel-ridging. Groove at junction of neck and body. Light 
reddish brown fabric (5YR 6/4) with frequent small to large white, gray inclusions, 
some mica. Thin slip fired dark reddish brown (5YR 3/3) to black. 
Mid – late 5th c. A.D. 
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54. Jug – Gouged 
(P 37068) 
H. 0.168, Diam. rim 0.077, Diam. max 0.130, Diam. base 0.074 m. 
Intact. Slightly worn along rim.  
Recessed underside with wide, flat resting surface. Body nearly bi-conical 
with sharp curve at mid section. Wide, vertical neck flares to rounded, outward 
thickened rim. Spouted mouth. Small strap handle with three grooves, attached 
neck and shoulder. Gouged lines over wheel-ridging. Light red fabric (2.5YR 6/6) 
with frequent small white inclusions, some gray. Thin red slip (10R 5/6). 
Mid – late 5th c. A.D. 
 
55. Jug – Gouged 
(P 37067) 
H. 0.145, Diam. rim 0.063, Diam. max 0.095, Diam. base 0.050 m. 
Complete except for small fragment missing from rim.  
Ring foot. Ovoid body.  
Vertical neck with slightly outturned, rounded rim. Round mouth with no 
spout. Vertical strap handle with two deep grooves attached at neck and shoulder. 
Gouged lines over wheel-ridging. Reddish yellow fabric (7.5YR 6/6) with rare, 
small white inclusions. Thin slip fired yellowish red (5YR 5/6) to black. 
Mid – late 5th c. A.D. 
 
Lot 728 
 
56. Bowl – LRC Fig. 6  
Est. Diam. 0.22 m., ca. 5% preserved. 
Rim fragment. One line of faint rouletting on rim. Exterior and interior: light 
red (2.5YR 6/6). Core: light reddish brown (2.5YR 6/4). 
Hayes Form 3C 
Second half of 5th c. A.D. 
 
57. Bowl – Local RS Fig. 6  
Est. Diam. 0.16 m., ca. 26% preserved. 
Rim fragment. Exterior and core: light reddish brown (5YR 6/4). Slip: Red 
(2.5YR 5/6) 
Slip thin and uneven, similar to that on gouged jugs. 
5th c. A.D. 
 
58. Amphora – LRA 1 Pl. 13 
(P 37109) 
P.H. 0.470, Diam. rim 0.083-0.092, Diam. max 0.250, m. 
Large fragment of base missing. Small hole punched in top of base. Slightly 
pointed base curves to flaring wall; slight waisting in body. Rounded shoulder. 
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Narrow neck with flaring, collared rim. Two spined handles attached at neck and 
shoulder. Wheel-ridging from base to shoulder.  Coarse, reddish yellow fabric 
(5YR 7/6) with abundant, small inclusions. 
Carthage LR Amphora 1, Pieri LRA 1A transition 
Late 5th – early 6th c. A.D. 
This amphora is still most similar to Pieri’s LRA 1A transition, but its form is 
approaching LRA 1B – the diameter of the rim extends beyond 9 cm., and the body is 
more slender, narrowing slightly at the middle. 
 
59. Amphora – LRA 1 
(P 37116) 
H. 0.500, Diam. rim 0.087, Diam. max 0.275 m. 
Complete except for one missing handle, three holes punched in side. Heavily 
abraded. 
Rounded bottom with nipple. Cylindrical body with slight waisting; maximum 
diameter at shoulder. Vertical neck with rounded, outward-thickened rim and 
collar. Two spined handles attached at neck and shoulder. Wheel-ridging from 
shoulder to base. Brownish-yellow fabric (10YR 6/6) with abundant inclusions. 
Carthage LR Amphora 1, Pieri LRA 1A transition 
Mid – late 5th c. A.D. 
 
60. Amphora – LRA 3, small Pl. 8 
(P 37040) 
P.H. 0.330, Diam. base 0.032, Diam. max 0.078,  m. 
Intact except for missing rim. Slightly blackened near rim and toe. Lined with 
resin. Narrow base with round, hollow toe. Cylindrical body, "waisted" at middle. 
Narrow neck with two splayed strap handles. Shallow wheel-ridging from shoulder 
to toe. Light red fabric (2.5YR 6/6, at break) fired to brown at surface (7.5YR 5/4); 
micaceous. 
LRA 3B2 
5th c. A.D. 
For typology, see Piéri 2005, p. 98, fig. 61. 
For additional parallels, see Abadie-Reynal 2007, no. 453.2, p. 251, Pl. 72; Aoyagi, 
Mukai, and Sugiyama 2007, no. 39, p. 448, fig. 6; Morais 2005, no. 13, pp. 57, 65, fig. 2; 
Ivantchik 2002, no. 123b, p. 383, fig. 17. Cf. also Agora V, M 307, p. 112 , Pl. 31 – a 
smaller version of LRA 3 but larger than this one (LRA 3B3). 
According to Piéri (2005, p. 98), this type, which holds less than a third or fourth of 
larger versions of LRA 3 (about one liter), is not found in contexts of the second half of 
the 5th century; therefore, it may be that this specimen is residual in this context (cf. 78 
from Well L 2:2, in a context dated to the first half of the 5th century). Piéri’s evidence, 
however, is limited to sites in the south of France (Arles, Marseille, and Port-Vendres, 
Piéri 2005, pl. 32) and might not reflect accurately the situation in the East or in the 
Mediterranean generally. Morais also finds this variant to be “residual” at Bracara 
Augusta in the Iberian peninsula, though the chronology of his contexts is unclear (Morais 
2005, pp. 56-57). Likewise, the example published by Aoyagi et al. from Somma 
 
 
238 
Vesuviana in Campania was found in a context with other objects dated to the second half 
of the 5th century (Aoyagi, Mukai, and Sugiyama 2007, p. 441, Context II). 
 
 
61. Spouted Cooking Pot – LR Micaceous Aegean Pl. 13  
(P 37045) 
P.H. 0.168, Diam. max 0.146 m. 
Missing one half rim, handle. Small hole punched at base of neck.  
Rounded bottom. Squat, globular body. Continuous curve to narrow neck. 
Flaring, rounded rim with groove on top. Vertical handle attached below rim and at 
shoulder. Wheel ridging on body. Entirely blackened, fired light gray at core 
(10YR 7/2); micaceous. 
5th – 6th c. A.D. 
Shape of rim like those of carinated casseroles (Slane and Sanders 2005, no 1-28) – 
but on a very narrow neck. 
 
62. Jug – Boeotian Pl. 13 
(P 37064) 
P.H. 0.192, Diam. max 0.120, Diam. base 0.065 m. 
Complete from neck down except for punched filling hole in shoulder. Broken 
at neck below rim. 
False ring foot. Straight wall flares to convex shoulder. Tall, narrow neck. 
Vertical strap handle attached at neck and shoulder. Bands of double or triple 
spiral grooves at shoulder, base of neck, and middle of neck. Reddish yellow fabric 
(5YR 6/6) with few large, white inclusions. 
Late 5th – early 6th  c. A.D. (dated by position) 
Cf. Agora V,  M 228, p. 105, pl. 27 (early 4th c. A.D.); L 46-47, p. 79, pl. 17 (later 4th 
c. A.D.); M 365, p. 118, pl. 33 (late 6th c. A.D.) 
 
63. Jug – Unidentified Fig. 7 
(P 37046) 
P.H. 0.239, Diam. max 0.205, Diam. base 0.095 m. 
Missing center of base and rim.  
Flat base. Straight wall flares to wide shoulder. Tall narrow neck with flaring 
rim. Strap handle, concave on upper surface. Narrow wheel-ridging from top to 
bottom. Red painted decoration (10R 5/6): chain of large loops that begins on 
handle and wraps around body; triangular rays project from base of neck. Very 
pale brown fabric (10YR 7/4) with abundant small gray, rare medium white 
inclusions and very little mica. 
Late 5th – 6th c. A.D. (dated by position) 
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For decoration, cf. Kormazopoulou and Hatzilazarou 2010, p. 184 , fig. 7α-ζ, a group 
of jugs dated to the late 6th – early 7th c. A.D., decorated with similar broad, circular 
strokes of red paint (probably a clay slip fired red). The jugs were found together in a 
closed deposit at a cave in the Argolid and probably come from a single workshop 
(Kormazopoulou and Hatzilazarou 2010, p. 169). A source in the Argolid for this jug is 
not unreasonable. Aside from the painted decoration, it shares certain characteristics with 
other jugs from the area, such as its flat base, narrow neck, distinctive wheel-ridging, and 
very pale brown fabric (cf. 80, 97). 
 
64. Jug – Unidentified Pl. 13 
(P 37059) 
H. 0.143, Diam. max 0.118, Diam. base 0.064 m. 
Complete except for missing rim. Blackened over all. 
Flat base. Squat body with maximum diameter at shoulder. Narrow neck 
flares to rim. Thick, vertical handle attached at rim and shoulder. Reddish yellow 
fabric (7.5YR 6/6). 
Late 5th  – 6th c. A.D. (dated by position) 
Cf. Agora V, N 6, p. 122, pl. 35 (early 7th c. A.D.); Riley 1979, 1195-1202, pp. 395-
396, figs. 142, 143, “Miscellaneous Flat Based Jugs”. 
This jug has few distinct characteristics that distinguish it clearly in relation to other 
forms.  The closest parallel published in Agora V is from a deposit of the 7th c. A.D., 
though the example here is surely not that late. As Riley observes (1979, p. 374), many 
Late Roman jugs have flat bases with a wide variety of rim and body profiles, and it is 
often difficult to confirm an origin without petrographic analysis. 
 
65. Jug – Unidentified Fig. 7 
(P 37060) 
H. 0.196, Diam. max 0.150 Diam. base 0.070 m. 
Nearly complete. Broken at neck. Overall wear with blackened exterior (ca. 
90%). Recessed underside. Globular body. Vertical neck with outturned rim. 
Vertical strap handle attached at rim and shoulder. Faint wheel-ridging at shoulder. 
Reddish yellow fabric (7.5YR 6/6), micaceous. 
Late 5th – 6th c. A.D. (dated by position) 
See comments on 64. 
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66. Jug – Gouged 
(P 37062) 
H. 0.166, Diam. rim 0.061-0.069, Diam. max 0.113, Diam. base 0.073 m. 
Intact. Chipped at rim. Damaged before firing - flattened on several sides, rim 
pinched towards handle, handle slightly twisted.  
Beveled ring foot. Ovoid body. Vertical neck with rounded, outward 
thickened rim. Vertical strap handle with four grooves attached at neck and 
shoulder. Gouged lines over wheel-ridging. Two grooves at junction of body and 
neck. Red fabric (2.5YR 5/6) with few white inclusions. Weak red slip (10R 5/4). 
Mid – late 5th c. A.D. 
 
67. Jug – Gouged Pl. 4 
(P 37063) 
H. 0.173, Diam. rim 0.067, Diam. max 0.0124, Diam. base 0.068 m. 
Intact except for small chips rim. Slight depression upper body below large 
crack in neck. Underside bulges, making the pot unstable.  
Narrow base with recessed underside. Ovoid body - almost bi-conical. 
Vertical neck with rounded, everted rim, spouted mouth. Vertical strap handle with 
three grooves attached at neck and shoulder. Gouged lines with no wheel-ridging. 
Groove on shoulder, just below neck. Light reddish brown fabric (5YR 6/4) with 
rare large white inclusions and a few flecks of mica. Thin glaze fired reddish 
brown (5YR 5/4) to black. 
Mid – late 5th c. A.D. 
 
68. Jug – Gouged Fig. 7 
(P 37058) 
H. 0.170, Diam. rim 0.070, Diam. max 0.122, Diam. base 0.066 m. 
Intact. Slight wear at base, rim, and handle.  
Recessed underside. Ovoid body with maximum diameter below median. 
Vertical neck with rounded, outward thickened rim and spout. Vertical strap 
handle with three grooves attached at neck and shoulder. Oblique gouged lines 
over wheel-ridging. Reddish yellow fabric (7.5YR 6/6) with uneven red slip 
(2.5YR 5/6) on upper body, down to maximum diameter. Rare, small white 
inclusions, some mica. 
Mid – late 5th c. A.D. 
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69. Jug – Gouged, small Fig. 7, Pl. 5 
(P 37057) 
H. 0.135, Diam. rim 0.068, Diam. max 0.095, Diam. base 0.050 m. 
Intact with very slight chipping at foot and mouth. Ring foot. Spherical body. 
Vertical neck. Rounded rim with wide groove on underside, no spout. Vertical 
strap handle with three grooves attached at neck and shoulder. Oblique gouged 
lines over wheel-ridging. Reddish yellow fabric (5YR 6/6), no slip. 
Mid – late 5th c. A.D. 
Cf. 70. This jug shares all of the same formal characteristics of larger gouged jugs, 
but everything is in small proportion, except for the rim, which still has a diameter of ca. 7 
cm. 
 
70. Jug – Gouged, small 
(P 37061) 
H. 0136, Diam. rim 0.067, Diam. max 0.092, Diam. base 0.053 m. 
Intact. Small chip at foot and one at lower body. Glaze worn.  
Beveled ring foot. Short ovoid body. Vertical neck with a slightly everted, 
rounded rim. Round mouth with no spout. Vertical strap handle with three grooves 
attached at neck and shoulder. Oblique gouged lines over wheel-ridging. Light 
reddish brown fabric (5YR 6/4) with frequent small to large white inclusions. Thin 
slip fired red (2.5YR 5/6) to dark gray (5YR 5/1). 
Mid – late 5th c. A.D. 
See comment on 69. 
 
Layer V  
(Lots 726-727) 
 
71. Amphora – LRA 1 Pl. 7 
(P 37113) 
P.H. 0.355, Diam. max 0.277 m. 
Fragment; preserved from shoulder down. Wall flares to shoulder, “waisted” 
in lower body. Wheel-ridging over all. Coarse, reddish yellow fabric (5YR 7/6) 
with abundant inclusions. 
Carthage LR Amphora 1, Pieri LRA 1B 
Early 6th c. A.D. 
Although this amphora does not preserve a neck (which is wider on LRA 1B, over 9 
cm.), the body is significantly narrower at the middle than on examples found lower in the 
well and is no longer cylindrical, indicating that it should be classified as a later phase of 
development. 
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72. Amphora – Samos Cistern Fig. 8  
(P 37043) 
H. 0.550, Est. Diam. rim 0.090-0.100, Diam. max 0.188, Diam. base 0.043 m. 
Complete profile. Mended from many fragments; ca. half of neck and a few 
small sherds from body missing.  
Pointed, solid toe with flat base. Cylindrical body tapers slightly to shoulder. 
Neck pinched into irregular shape at handles. Straight, rounded rim. Two small, 
vertical grooved handles, sloppily formed and attached. Wide, shallow wheel-
ridging on body. Band of narrow wheel-ridging at handle zone. Light brown fabric 
(7.5YR 6/3) with abundant small gray and rare white inclusions, micaceous. 
6th  c. A.D. 
Cf. Reynolds and Pavlidis 2014, figs. 10.3-4, p. 463. “Hard Samian”, as opposed to 
“Soapy Samian”, is typically characterized by an uneven neck, indented by the handles 
being attached when the clay was still soft, as is seen on this example. 
 
Well L 2:2 
 
Layer I   
(Lot 719 – coins) 
 
This layer contained 33 small bronze and leaded bronze coins, none of which were 
legible (N 75182 – N 75211, N 75216, N 75217, N 75225, N 75226). 
 
Layer II  
(Lot 718) 
 
73. Lamp Pl. 14 
(L 6161) 
L. 0.107, W. 0.076, H. 0.04 m. 
Intact. Blackened at nozzle. 
Disk: Eros facing right, playing double flute. Two framing grooves. Rim: 
Wavy lines. Base: within two circles, ΧΙΟΝΗΣ. Light red fabric (2.5YR 6/6), 
unglazed. 
Chione workshop. 
Mid-5th c. A.D. 
Camp 2015, no. 7, p. 486, fig. 16. 
For the disk, cf. Corinth IV.2, no. 1131, p. 249 (from the Chione workshop) and 
Karivieri 1996, p. 157. For shape, Agora VII, no. 714; for the Chione workshop, see 
Agora VII, pp. 55-57; Karivieri 1996, pp. 143-146. For signature, cf. Kerameikos XVI, no. 
4704, p. 295, pl. 90. Binder places the lifespan of the workshop between the second half of 
the 4th and the first half of the 5th century; Karivieri places the beginning of the workshop 
in the second quarter of the 5th century, continuing until the end of the century and 
possibly into the 6th. 
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74. Amphora – LRA 1 
(P 36764) 
H. 0.460, Diam. rim 0.088, Diam. max 0.252 m. 
Mended from many fragments; several body sherds missing. Hole punched in 
shoulder. 
Base slightly pointed with nipple. Curves to straight wall with maximum 
diameter at shoulder. Narrow neck with flat, outward thickened rim. Two spined 
handles attached at neck and shoulder. Wheel-ridging from shoulder to base. Large 
cursive dipinto in red on each side of shoulder. Small cursive dipinto on shoulder 
under one handle. Coarse, very pale brown fabric (10YR 8/3) with abundant small 
inclusions. 
Carthage LR Amphora 1, Pieri LRA 1A transition 
Mid-5th c. A.D. (dated by position) 
Cf. 17, 18. 
 
75. Amphora – LRA 1 
(P 36766) 
P.H. 0.506, Diam. rim 0.088, Diam. max 0.276 m. 
Ca. 1/3 vessel missing, 1/2 rim missing; mended from several fragments; one 
fragment in base restored.  
Pointed base curves to straight wall with maximum diameter at shoulder. 
Narrow neck with rounded, collared rim. Two spined handles attached at neck and 
shoulder. Wheel-ridging from base to shoulder. Cursive dipinto in red on one side 
of shoulder. Cursive dipinti in red and black on the other. Faint black dipinti on 
shoulder beneath each handle. Black paint on spines of handles. Coarse, pale 
yellow fabric (2.5Y 8/3) with abundant small inclusions. 
Carthage LR Amphora 1, Pieri LRA 1A transition 
Mid-5th c. A.D. (dated by position) 
Cf. 17, 18. 
 
76. Amphora – LRA 1 Pl. 7 
(P 36768) 
H. 0.498, Diam. rim 0.083, Diam. max 0.277 m. 
Intact except for hole punched in bottom.  
Rounded bottom with nipple. Straight wall flares to maximum diameter at 
shoulder. Narrow neck with flat, outward thickened rim. Two spined handles 
attached at neck and shoulder. Wheel ridging from shoulder to base. Cursive 
dipinto in red on one shoulder; Greek letters in red on other shoulder: Chi-rho 
ligature, K, H. Coarse, light reddish brown fabric (2.5YR 6/4) with abundant small 
inclusions. 
Carthage LR Amphora 1, Pieri LRA 1A transition 
Mid-A.D. (dated by position) 
Cf. 17, 18. 
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77. Amphora – LRA 3 Fig. 9  
(P 36729) 
P.H. 0.515, Diam. max 0.197, Diam. base 0.037 m. 
Complete except for missing rim and two large filling/emptying holes - one in 
shoulder, one in lower body. Foot mended.  
Hollow cylindrical toe. Long, fusiform body with maximum diameter at 
shoulder. Narrow neck. Two strap handles attached just under rim and at lower 
neck. Wide, shallow wheel-ridging. Weak red fabric (10R 5/4); micaceous. 
Mid-5th c. A.D. (dated by position) 
Cf. 19; Agora V, L 50, p. 79, pl. 17. 
 
78. Amphora – LRA 3, small Fig. 9, Pl. 8  
(P 36767) 
P.H. 0.359, Diam. max 0.085 m. 
Rim missing, minor wear at foot; otherwise intact. Iron stains on body.  
Long, cylindrical base with hollow toe. Fusiform body. Two strap handles 
attached at shoulder and below rim. Shallow wheel-ridging from rim to toe. Soft, 
light reddish brown fabric (5YR 6/4) with rare gray inclusions; micaceous. 
LRA 3 B2 
5th c. A.D. 
Camp 2015, no. 2, p. 484, fig. 15.  
See notes on 60. 
 
79. Spouted Cooking Pot Pl. 14  
(P 36778) 
P.H. with handle 0.227, H. 0.160-0.167, Diam. rim 0.168, Diam. max 0.207, 
Diam. base 0.120 m. 
Mended from many fragments; over 3/4 complete. Blackened. 
Flat base with concave underside. Globular body with two offsets in shoulder. 
Everted rim. On shoulder: spout opposite single lug handle. Basket handle attached 
at rim between lug handle and spout. Decoration: notches along offsets on 
shoulder, around rim, and along central ridge of basket handle. Wavy lines above 
and below offsets. Coarse red fabric (10R 5/6); micaceous. 
Mid-5th c. A.D. 
Camp 2015, no. 5, p. 484, fig. 15. 
The precise shape of the vessel is without known parallel, but its fabric and 
decoration find their closest parallels in the Balkans. Cf. Stobi 1, no. 1202 and 1260, pp. 
137, 141, pls. 140, 146. 
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80. Jug – Argolid  
(P 36759) 
H. 0.226, Diam. base 0.097, Diam. max 0.171 m. 
Complete profile; ca. 1/4 neck missing. 
Flat base. Straight wall flares to convex shoulder. Wide, vertical neck with 
everted rim and spout. Vertical strap handle attached at neck and shoulder. Wheel 
ridging from neck to lower body. Very pale brown fabric (10YR 7/4) with large 
white and gray inclusions. 
Mid-5th c. A.D. (dated by position) 
Cf. 25; Agora V, L 48, p. 79, pl. 17 (later 4th c. A.D.) and M 321-322, p. 114, pl. 31 
(early 6th c. A.D.); Kouveli 2014a, NMA 4853, p. 67, fig. 6δ; Hayes 2010, p. 28, fig. 2 
(Agora P 33505); Hammond 2015, nos. 435 and 436, p. 335, fig. 47. 
 
81. Jug – Unidentified Fig. 9 
P.H. 0.152, Diam. rim 0.050 m. 
Jug preserved from shoulder to rim with one joining body sherd (not included 
in dimensions).  
Broad, shallow shoulder curves to high, narrow neck with ribbing and 
projecting ridge in lower third; flaring rim. Two small handles with single groove 
attacked at shoulder and at projecting ridge on neck. 
Mid-5th c. A.D. (dated by position) 
For ceramic parallel, cf. Agora P 1913 (“decanter”); for parallel in glass, Agora G 15. 
Both of these were found in the so-called Vandal destruction debris in Deposit H-I 7-8:1. 
For discussion, see Agora XXXIV, p. 151. 
 
82. Jug – M 291 Fig. 9  
(P 36754) 
H. 0.177, Diam. base 0.046, Diam. max 0.092 m. 
Ca. 3/4 rim and upper neck missing, heavily worn at foot; otherwise intact. 
Slip worn around handle.  
Narrow ring foot. Ovoid body with horizontal shoulder. Narrow, vertical neck 
with slight flare at rim. Vertical strap handle attached at neck and just below 
shoulder. Reddish yellow fabric (5YR 6/6) with few large white and small gray 
inclusions. Slip: Black to reddish brown (2.5YR 4/4) to red (10R 5/8). 
Early 5th c. A.D. 
Cf. 133 and 134; Agora V, M 291, p. 111, pl. 30. 
 
83. Jug – Gouged Pl. 5 
(P 36748) 
H. 0.166, Diam. rim 0.073, Diam. max 0.118, Diam. base 0.078 m. 
Intact except for small chip in rim. Depression in body below handle made 
prior to firing. Small crack near lower handle attachment.  
Ring foot. Ovoid body. Vertical neck with rounded, everted rim. Spouted 
mouth. Vertical strap handle with four grooves attached at neck and shoulder. 
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Wheel-ridging on body. Reddish yellow fabric (5YR 6/6) with few small white 
inclusions and mica. No slip. 
Mid-5th c. A.D. 
The lack of oblique gouged lines on this pot was most likely an oversight; otherwise, 
the vessel has all of the characteristics of a typical Attic gouged jug, and it should be 
grouped under the same classification. 
 
84. Jug – Gouged 
(P 36750) 
H. 0.181, Diam. base 0.063, Diam. max 0.117, Diam. rim 0.070 m. 
Intact with only minor wear around base and rim. 
Ring foot. Globular body. Neck flares to rounded rim. No spout. Vertical strap 
handle with three grooves attached at neck and shoulder. Gouged lines over wheel-
ridging. Groove at base of neck. Reddish yellow fabric (5YR 6/6) with rare white 
inclusions and a small amount of mica. Thin red slip (10R 5/6). 
Mid-5th c. A.D. 
 
85. Jug – Gouged Pl. 4 
(P 36753) 
H. 0.153, Diam. rim 0.072, Diam. max 0.112, Diam. base 0.068 m. 
Intact except for small crack along underside of the base. Large lump of resin 
on interior.  
Recessed underside. Underside bulges, making the jug unstable. Globular 
body. Vertical neck with rounded, outturned rim. Vertical strap handle with five 
grooves attached at neck and shoulder. Gouged lines over wheel-ridging. Band of 
three grooves at base of neck. Three incised grooves evenly spaced on the neck 
itself. Reddish yellow fabric (7.5YR 6/6) with few small white, gray inclusions; 
micaceous. Thin, uneven, reddish brown slip (2.5YR 5/4). 
Mid-5th c. A.D. 
 
86. Jug – Gouged Pl. 14  
(P 36765) 
H. 0.178, Diam. max 0.130 m. 
Intact.  
Ring foot. Ovoid body with maximum diamter below median. Vertical neck 
with rounded, outward thickened rim and spout. Vertical strap handle with three 
grooves, attached at neck and shoulder. Gouged lines over wheel-ridging. 
Inscription on neck – CΑΒΑΤΙΩΝΟC. Incised chi-rho on underside. Light reddish 
brown fabric (2.5YR 6/4) with rare, large white inclusions. Thin, reddish brown 
slip (2.5YR 5/3). 
Mid-5th c. A.D. 
Camp 2015, no. 3, p. 484, fig. 15. 
This is the only gouged jug at the Athenian agora with Christian symbolism, but 
others are known to exist. See Manoli 2010, NMA 4870 and 4480, p. 637 and 645, figs. 
36-37 for Attic gouged jugs of the 6th century with stamped crosses on the shoulder. 
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Layer III  
(Lots 716-717) 
 
87. Lamp Pl. 15 
(L 6160) 
L. 0.097, W. 0.061, H. 0.042 m. 
Center of disk missing. 
Disk: plain. Rim: herringbone. Solid handle. Underside: incised branch within 
two almond-shaped grooves. 
Second half of 5th c. A.D. or later. 
Camp 2015, no. 6, pp. 484-486, fig. 16. 
Cf. Agora VII, no. 2712, p. 188, Pl. 42. (First half of 5th c. A.D.); for incised branch 
in grooves, cf. Kerameikos XVI, no. 4692, p. 293, pl. 81 (second quarter of 5th c. A.D.); 
also no. 4698, p. 294, pl. 82 (second quarter of 5th c. A.D.). 
 
88. Bowl – LRC Fig. 10 
Max Dim. 0.043 m. 
Fragment of horizontal floor, broken on all sides. Upper portion of kantharos 
stamp preserved. Weak red fabric (2.5YR 4/2).  
Hayes, LRP, stamp no. 59 
Late 5th – Early 6th c. A.D. 
Cf. Slane and Sanders 2005, no. 2-12, p. 259, fig. 7 (Assemblage 2, second half of 
the 5th century to 500 or later). Hayes places this stamp in Group II (c. 440-490) and 
Group III (c. 470-580). The upper portion of the kantharos is usually stylized in the shape 
of a lotus bud (as it is here). 
 
89. Bowl – LRC Fig. 10  
Est. Diam. 0.23, ca. 7% preserved. 
Rim fragment. Interior and core: Red (2.5YR 5/6). Rim: Black (7.5YR 2.5/1). 
Hayes Form 3C 
Second half of 5th c. A.D. 
According to Hayes, LRC Form 3C is a standard shape in Agora deposits of c. 460-
475 (LRP, p. 370).  This means the form probably began somewhat earlier, and it certainly 
continued later than A.D. 475. Examples in this layer may be as late as the early 6th 
century. 
 
90. Bowl – LRC Fig. 10  
Est. Diam. 0.19, ca. 10% preserved. 
Rim fragment. Slip: reddish yellow (5YR 6/8); core: reddish yellow (5YR 
6/6). Red in color, but hard-fired – not like local imitations. 
Hayes Form 3C 
Second half of 5th c. A.D. 
 
 
 
 
 
248 
91. Bowl – LRC Fig. 10  
Est. Diam. 0.25, ca. 6% preserved. 
Rim fragment. Slip: light red (2.5YR 6/8). Core: light red (2.5YR 6/6). 
Hayes Form 3C or possible imitation. 
Second half of 5th c. A.D. 
 
92. Bowl – LRC Fig. 10  
Est. Diam. 0.28, ca. 10% preserved. 
Rim fragment. Small offset on underside of rim. One line of faint rouletting 
on rim. 
Rim fired reddish yellow (7.5YR 7/6); Slip and core: light red (2.5YR 6/8). 
Hayes Form 3E 
Late 5th - early 6th c. A.D. 
LRC Form 3E is a 6th century continuation of Form 3C, distinguished here by the 
offset on the underside of the rim where is meets the wall (LRP, pp. 331, 337). Cf. LRP, 
LRC Form 3E, fig. 68, nos. 14 (last quarter of the 5th c. A.D.) and 16 (6th c. A.D., from a 
context around or just after A.D. 500 in a stratified well, Agora Deposit Q 17:4). 
 
93. Bowl – Local RS Fig. 10  
Est. Diam. 0.14, ca. 30% preserved. 
Rim fragment. 
Red slip (2.5YR 5/6); light red at core (2.5YR 6/8). 
Second half of 5th c. A.D.  
 
94. Amphora – LRA 3 Pl. 15 
(P 36739) 
P.H. 0.475, Diam. max 0.189 m. 
Neck and handles missing. Filling hole punched in shoulder.  
Pointed, hollow toe. Fusiform body with slight waisting. Steep shoulder tapers 
to narrow neck. Shallow wheel-ridging from base to neck. Soft red fabric (2.5YR 
5/6) with rare, large white inclusion; micaceous. 
Late 5th – 6th c. A.D. 
Cf. Agora V, M 373, p. 119, pls. 34, 41. 
 
95. Stewpot – LR Micaceous Aegean Fig. 10  
Est. Diam. 0.13, ca. 33% preserved. 
Rim fragment with intact handle. 
Spherical body with outturned rim, squared lip. Short, vertical handle attached 
at shoulder and rim. Wheel-ridging on body. Reddish brown fabric (5YR 5/4), 
micaceous; blackened. 
5th c. A.D. 
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96. Jug – Boeotian 
(P 36738) 
H. 0.201, Diam. max 0.137, Diam. base 0.119 m. 
Complete profile; ca. 1/2 rim missing.  
Flat bottom. Cylindrical body with straight walls that flare only slightly to 
shoulder. Straight shoulder tapers to tall, narrow neck. Neck flares to squared rim. 
Vertical strap handle attached at rim and shoulder. Three bands of spiral grooves 
on body. Two bands of two grooves at base of neck. Two grooves on exterior rim. 
Red fabric (2.5YR 5/6) with abundant gray, few white inclusions; some mica. 
5th – 6th c. A.D. 
Cf. Agora V,  M 228, p. 105, pl. 27 (early 4th c. A.D.); L 46-47, p. 79, pl. 17 (later 4th 
c. A.D.); M 365, p. 118, pl. 33 (late 6th c. A.D.). 
 
97. Jug – Argolid Fig. 11 
(P 36745) 
P.H. 0.206, Diam. max 0.162, Diam. base 0.118 m. 
Lower vessel intact; missing upper neck and handle.  
Flat base. Ovoid body with maximum diameter at shoulder. Continuous curve 
to narrow neck. Base of strap handle preserved at shoulder. Narrow wheel-ridging. 
Very pale brown fabric (10YR 8/3) with rare large white inclusions and a few 
flecks of silver mica. 
5th – 6th c. A.D. 
Cf. Agora V, L 48, p. 79, pl. 17 (later 4th c. A.D.) and M 321-322, p. 114, pl. 31 
(early 6th c. A.D.); Kouveli 2014a, NMA 4853, p. 67, fig. 6δ; Hayes 2010, p. 28, fig. 2 
(Agora P 33505); Hammond 2015, nos. 435 and 436, p. 335, fig. 47. 
 
98. Jug – Argolid Fig. 11  
P.H. 0.115, Est. Diam. rim 0.100 m.; Ca. 12% rim preserved. 
Rim fragment with intact handle and small portion of shoulder preserved. 
Wide vertical neck with everted rim. Thick, round handle attached at rim and 
shoulder. Wide, shallow wheel-ridging on neck; band of narrow, deep combing on 
shoulder. Very pale brown fabric (10YR 7/4) with frequent small white, gray and 
few large white inclusions. 
6th c. A.D. 
Cf. Agora V, M 371, p. 118, pl. 34. See also M 370, p. 118, pl. 34 for a smaller, 
related jug from the same level of the well. 
This fragment is from a large jug that shares features with both smaller jugs from the 
Argolid (a wide, wheel-ridged neck with everted rim (cf. 25, 80), single strap handle) and 
LRA 2 (a wide band of deep combing on the shoulder). 
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99. Jug – Unidentified Pl. 15 
(P 36741) 
P.H. 0.224, Diam. max 0.226, Diam. base 0.141-0.146 m. 
Body complete; upper neck and handle missing. Large crack running down 
body.  
Flat base. Wide, globular body with continuous curve to narrow neck. Faint 
wheel-ridging at shoulder. Light red fabric (2.5YR 6/6) with frequent small white 
and few gray inclusions, fired pink at surface (7.5YR 7/4). 
Mid-5th – early 6th c. A.D. (dated by position) 
 
100. Jug – Unidentified Pl. 15 
(P 36737) 
P.H. 0.259, Diam. max 0.175, Diam. base 0.085 m. 
Upper neck and handle missing; heavily chipped at base. Two holes pierced at 
base of neck on opposite sides. 
Ring foot. Ovoid body with maximum diameter at shoulder. High flaring 
neck. Light red fabric (2.5YR 6/6) with few inclusions. Thin slip extends almost to 
base, fired red (10R 4/6) to black. 
Mid-5th – 6th c. A.D. (dated by position) 
Cf. 101. Possibly a later development of the late 4th-early 5th c. form of M 220 
(Agora V, p. 105, pl. 27). The body is shorter and rounder, though the form retains a tall, 
flaring neck. The dark slip could simply be the result of an error in firing, but care was 
taken to fire the early examples of M 220 consistently red. 
 
101. Jug – Unidentified Fig. 11  
(P 36740) 
P.H. 0.241, Diam. max 0.184, Diam. base 0.083 m. 
Upper neck and handle missing. Large fragment missing from body where 
handle broke away. Foot lightly chipped. Large crack running around lower body. 
Ring foot. Plump ovoid body with maximum diameter above median. Narrow 
neck flares slightly towards rim. Two grooves at shoulder; one groove at base of 
neck. Pink fabric (7.5YR 7/3) with frequent small gray and rare large white 
inclusions. Thin slip fired red (2.5YR 4/6) to black. 
Mid-5th – early 6th c. A.D. (dated by position) 
Cf. 100. 
 
102. Jug – M 294 Fig. 11 
(P 36743) 
H. 0.275, Diam. max 0.166, Diam. base 0.091 m. 
Complete except for half of neck and rim; chipped around base. 
Ring foot. Ovoid body. Vertical neck with rounded, outward thickened rim. 
Vertical strap handle with three grooves attached at neck and shoulder. Three 
grooves at base of neck; two below rim. Fine, light red fabric (2.5YR 6/6) with few 
inclusions. 
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5th – 6th c. A.D. 
Cf. Agora V, M 294, p. 111, pl. 30.  This example is smaller than 31 but can be 
classified as the same type. 
 
103. Jug – Gouged Fig. 11 
(P 36744) 
H. 0.136, Diam. max 0.102, Diam. base 0.062 m. 
Body complete. Large chip in base; 1/2 neck and most of rim missing; handle 
intact.  
Ring foot. Squat, ovoid body with maximum diameter below median. Vertical 
neck with flaring squared rim. Strap handle with three grooves attached at neck 
and shoulder. Gouged lines over wheel-ridging. Groove at base of neck. Reddish 
yellow fabric (5YR 6/6) with few large white inclusions and fine mica. Thin slip 
fired red (2.5YR 5/6) to black. 
Mid-5th c. A.D. 
 
104. Jug – Gouged 
(P 36746) 
H. 0.175, Diam. max 0.128, Diam. base 0.075 m. 
Complete except for ca. 1/2 rim. 
Ring foot. Ovoid body with wide maximum diameter below median - bottom 
heavy proportions. Vertical neck with rounded, flaring rim. Strap handle with three 
grooves attached at neck and shoulder. Gouged lines over wheel-ridging. 
Yellowish red fabric (5YR 5/6) with frequent small white, gray inclusion and 
mica. Thin red slip (10R 5/6). 
Late 5th – 6th c. A.D. 
 
Layer IV  
(715) 
 
105. Amphora – LRA 3 
(P 36727) 
P.H. 0.527, Diam. max 0.210 m. 
Rim and toe missing; otherwise intact. Large filling hole in shoulder. Brown 
concretions on body.  
Narrow base with fusiform body. Narrow neck. Two asymmetrical strap 
handles attached just below rim and at top of shoulder. Wide, shallow wheel-
ridging from top to bottom. Yellowish red fabric (5YR 5/6), micaceous. 
6th c. A.D. 
Camp 2015, no. 1, p. 484, fig. 15.  
Cf. Agora V, M 373, p. 119, pls. 34, 41. 
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106. Amphora – LRA 3 
(P 36747) 
P.H. 0.427, Diam. max 0.192 m. 
Only preserved from shoulder down. Chipped at toe. Interior covered with 
resin. 
Tapering, hollow toe. Fusiform body with slight waisting. Wide, pronounced 
wheel-ridging. Soft, light red fabric (2.5YR 6/6), micaceous. 
6th c. A.D. 
Cf. Agora V, M 373, p. 119, pls. 34, 41. 
 
107. Amphora – LRA 3 Fig. 12  
P.H. 0.122, Diam. rim 0.040 m. 
Rim preserved with two intact handles.  
Narrow neck with thick, vertical, outturned rim. Two vertical strap handles 
attached below rim and at lower neck. Shallow wheel-ridging. Reddish brown 
fabric (5YR 5/4) with rare, small white inclusions; micaceous. 
6th c. A.D. 
Cf. Agora V, M 373, p. 119, pls. 34, 41. 
 
108. Amphora – Unidentified Pl. 16 
(P 36761) 
H. 0.420, Diam. rim 0.081, Diam. max 0.228 m. 
Intact.  
Base with knob on underside. Ovoid body with maximum diameter at 
shoulder. Slightly flaring, thickened rim. Two round, vertical handles attached at 
neck and shoulder. Very faint wheel-ridging on body. Reddish yellow fabric (5YR 
6/8) with few small white inclusions and occasional flecks of mica. 
5th – 6th c. A.D. 
Cf. Abadie-Reynal 2007, no. 454.1, p. 251, pl. 72; Forme 29. In addition to 
similarities in form, this example from Argos also has a bright orange fabric. At Argos, 
these amphoras are found only in contexts of the late 4th or early 5th centuries; however, 
similar examples from Gortyn of the 6th and 7th centuries suggest that a Cretan origin is 
possible (Marangou-Lerat 1995, p. 160). 
 
109. Cooking – LR Micaceous Aegean Fig. 12  
P.H. 0.065, Est. Diam. rim 0.250 m., ca. 10% preserved. 
Rim fragment. 
Outturned rim with groove. Wheel-ridging on body. Brown fabric (10YR 5/3), 
micaceous. 
6th c. A.D. 
Cf. Slane and Sanders 2005, no. 2-35, p. 260, fig. 6 (Assemblage 2, second half of 
the 5th century or later). 
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110. Cooking – Unidentified Fig. 12  
P.H. 0.057, Est. Diam. rim 0.200 m., ca. 8% preserved. 
Rim fragment with intact handle.  
Handle attached over rim and on body. Brown fabric (10YR 5/3) with 
frequent small to medium white inclusions. Very little mica. 
6th c. A.D. 
 
111. Jug – Boeotian Pl. 16 
(P 36731) 
P.H. (w/handle) 0.274, Diam. max 0.163, Diam. base 0.090, m. 
Body intact; upper half of neck missing, heavily chipped at foot.  
Thin ring foot. Ovoid body with maximum diameter above median. Curves 
from slight carination to narrow neck. Grooved strap handle attached at neck and 
shoulder. Band of four spiral grooves on shoulder in handle zone. Shallow wheel-
ridging on body. Light red fabric (10R 6/8) with frequent small white, gray 
inclusions, some mica. 
6th c. A.D. 
Cf. 24, 41, 62. Taller than most examples of this shape.  
 
112. Jug – Boeotian Fig. 12  
(P 36757) 
P.H. 0.180, Diam. max 0.124, Diam. base 0.070 m. 
Nearly complete. Broken at neck, handle missing. 
Angular ring foot. Ovoid body. Handle attachment at shoulder. Two bands of 
three spiral grooves on shoulder. Reddish yellow fabric (5YR 6/6) with rare, large 
white inclusions. 
Late 5th – 6th c. A.D. 
Small but heavy for size. Fabric and decoration are like the standard for Boeotian 
jugs, but the profile here mimics Attic forms from the neck down. Cf. 24, 41, 62; Agora V,  
M 228, p. 105, pl. 27 (early 4th c. A.D.); L 46-47, p. 79, pl. 17 (later 4th c. A.D.); M 365, p. 
118, pl. 33 (late 6th c. A.D.). 
 
113. Jug – M 294 
(P 36726) 
P.H. 0.230, Diam. max 0.153, Diam. base 0.088 m. 
Neck and handle missing. Large crack in body.  
Ring foot. Ovoid body with maximum diameter above median. Handle 
attachment at shoulder. Faint wheel-ridging on upper body. Reddish yellow fabric 
(5YR 6/6). 
5th – 6th c. A.D. 
Cf. 102; Agora V, M 294, p. 111, pl. 30.  
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114. Jug – M 294 
(P 36728) 
P.H. 0.246, Diam. max 0.158, Diam. base 0.102 m. 
Neck and handle missing, heavily chipped at base. Body half covered in 
brown stain. 
Ring foot. Ovoid body. Handle attachment at shoulder. Groove at base of 
neck. Faint ridging on body. Light reddish brown fabric (2.5YR 6/4) with rare 
white inclusions. No slip. 
5th – 6th c. A.D. 
Cf. 102; Agora V, M 294, p. 111, pl. 30.  
 
115. Mug – Attic  Fig. 12  
(P 36758) 
H. 0.012, Diam. rim 0.073, Diam. max 0.120, Diam. base 0.069 m. 
Intact but for a slight chipping at lip.  
Wide, low ring foot. Spherical body. Vertical strap handle. Short vertical neck 
with rounded rim. Light reddish brown fabric (5YR 6/4) with reddish brown slip 
(2.5YR 5/4) fired black around handle. Frequent, small to large white inclusions, 
small amount of mica. 
6th c. A.D. (dated by position) 
Camp 2015, no. 4, p. 484, fig. 15. 
 
116. Jug – Attic Pl. 16 
(P 36760) 
P.H. 0.153, Diam. max 0.128, Diam. base 0.074 m. 
Preserved from shoulder down with neck and handle missing; two large 
cracks running down body.  
Angular ring foot. Ovoid body with maximum diameter above median. 
Handle attachment at shoulder. Wheel ridging but no gouged lines. Groove at 
junction of body and neck. Light reddish brown fabric (2.5YR 6/4) with frequent 
white, gray inclusions. Red slip (10R 5/6) on upper 3/4 of body. 
Shape similar to gouged jugs except for the fusiform shape of the body; also 
heavy for size. 
6th c. A.D. (dated by position) 
  
 
 
255 
 
117. Jug – Gouged 
(P 36725) 
H. 0.186, Diam. rim 0.065, Diam. max 0.115, Diam. base 0.066 m. 
Intact.  
Beveled ring foot. Globular body. Vertical neck with rounded, outward 
thickened rim. Spouted mouth. Strap handle with three grooves attached at neck 
and shoulder. Gouged lines over wheel-ridging. Light reddish brown fabric (5YR 
6/4) with few large, white inclusions; small amount of fine mica. Thin reddish 
brown slip (5YR 5/4). 
6th c. A.D. (dated by position) 
 
118. Jug – Gouged Pl. 16 
(P 36730) 
H. 0.160, Diam. max 0.097, Diam. base 0.063 m. 
Nearly complete; most of neck and rim missing except for small portion 
preserved at handle; chipped at foot. 
Ring foot, rolled upward on exterior. Ovoid body with maximum diameter at 
median. Slight carination at neck. Vertical neck flares slightly to rounded rim. 
Vertical strap handle attached at neck and shoulder. Deep gouging over wheel-
ridging. Light red fabric (10R 6/6) with thin red slip (10R 5/6). 
6th c. A.D. (dated by position) 
Smaller than most gouged jugs of this period but heavy. The construction is sloppy 
and often asymmetrical (see the treatment of the ring foot). 
 
119. Jug – Gouged Pl. 5 
(P 36732) 
H. 0.177, Diam. max 0.115, Diam. base 0.072 m. 
Intact. Poorly fired and lopsided.  
Ring foot, slightly warped. Ovoid body with maximum diameter just below 
median. Grooved strap handle attached at neck and shoulder. Vertical neck with 
rounded rim. Spouted mouth. Gouged lines over wheel-ridging. Fabric over-fired 
to a dark gray. 
6th c. A.D. (dated by position) 
 
120. Jug – Gouged 
(P 36733) 
H. 0.15, Diam. max 0.096, Diam. base 0.057 m. 
Intact. Tall ring foot. Squat ovoid body with maximum diameter below 
median. Vertical neck with rounded rim.  Grooved strap handle attached at neck 
and shoulder. Spouted mouth. Gouged lines over wheel-ridging. Light reddish 
brown fabric (2.5YR 6/4) with thin slip fired red (10R 5/6) to black. 
Smaller than most, but not small enough to be counted as a different type. 
6th c. A.D. (dated by position) 
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121. Jug – Gouged Pl. 4 
(P 36735) 
H. 0.194, Diam. max 0.115, Diam. base 0.076 m. 
Body intact; heavily chipped at mouth and foot; body abraded.  
Beveled ring foot. Tall, globular body. thick strap handle with four grooves. 
Vertical neck with rounded, outward thickened rim. Spouted mouth. Vertical strap 
handle attached at neck and shoulder. Gouged lines over wheel-ridging. Light 
reddish brown fabric (2.5YR 6/4) with frequent small to large white, gray 
inclusions, very fine mica. Thin black slip fired red (10R 4/6) on one side of lower 
body. 
6th c. A.D. (dated by position) 
Cf. Agora V, M 320, p. 114, Pl. 31. 
 
122. Jug – Gouged Pl. 16 
(P 36736) 
H. 0.195, Diam. max 0.118, Diam. base 0.073 m. 
Complete. Chipped foot. Large crack running down body.  
Ring foot. Ovoid body. Vertical neck with flaring, rounded rim and spouted 
mouth. Vertical strap handle attached at neck and shoulder. Gouged lines over 
wheel-ridging. Light reddish brown fabric (2.5YR 6/4) with reddish brown slip 
(2.5YR 5/4). 
6th c. A.D. (dated by position) 
Cf. Agora V, M 320, p. 114, Pl. 31. 
 
123. Jug – Gouged 
(P 36752) 
H. 0.166, Diam. rim 0.060, Diam. max 0.104, Diam. base 0.060 m. 
Intact except for large chip in rim. Indentation on body made prior to firing. 
Ring foot, squared on exterior. Globular body. Vertical neck with rounded, 
flaring rim and spouted mouth. Vertical strap handle with two grooves. Gouged 
lines over wheel-ridging. Wide groove at base of neck. Light reddish brown fabric 
(5YR 6/4) with frequent small white inclusions and some mica. Weak red lustrous 
slip (10R 4/3) almost down to base. 
6th c. A.D. (dated by position) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
257 
124. Jug – Gouged Fig. 12, Pl. 4 
(P 36755) 
H. 0.205, Diam. max 0.113, Diam. base 0.078 m. 
Intact.  
Ring foot. Slender body with maximum diameter below middle. Vertical neck 
with rolled rim, pinched out to form a spout. Vertical strap handle with three 
grooves attached at neck and shoulder. Gouged lines over wheel-ridging. Light 
reddish brown fabric (2.5YR 6/4) with reddish brown slip (2.5YR 5/4). Rare white 
inclusions. 
6th c. A.D. (dated by position) 
Cf. Agora V, M 320, p. 114, Pl. 31. 
 
125. Jug – Gouged 
(P 36762) 
H. 0.172, Diam. max 0.114, Diam. base 0.069 m. 
Complete except for small chip at rim. Damaged before firing - depression on 
body below handle.  
Ring foot. Ovoid body with maximum diameter well below median. Vertical 
strap handle with two grooves attached at neck and shoulder. Slightly flaring neck 
rounded rim and spout. Gouged lines over wheel-ridging. Fabric fired gray. 
6th c. A.D. (dated by position) 
 
Deposit K 1:4 
 
 
126. Lamp Pl. 17 
(L 6102) 
P.L. 0.100, W. 0.076, P.H. 0.052 m. 
Complete except for missing fragments at handle and nozzle. Blackened at 
nozzle. 
Disk: five concentric rings. Rim: two rows of globules with volutes at nozzle. 
U-shaped nozzle. Partially pierced handle with grooves. Base: four concentric 
rings surrouned by five rows of globules. Three grooves below nozzle. Light 
reddish brown fabric (2.5YR 6/4). No glaze. 
Mid-3rd c. A.D. or later 
Cf. Agora VII, no. 1259, p. 138, pl. 25. Dated by Binder to the mid-3rd century A.D., 
but she dates globule-and-volute lamps generally to the 3rd and 4th centuries (p. 23). For 
later developments, see nos. 1291-1296, pp. 138-139, pl. 25, dated by Karivieri to the first 
half of the 5th century, found with coins of the late 4th century and with one coin of 
Arcadius, 395-408 (Karivieri, nos. 115-116, p. 196, pl. 10 = Agora VII 1291-1292). 
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127. Lamp Pl. 17 
(L 6101) 
P.L. 0.10, W. 0.073 H. 0.038 m. 
Complete except for missing fragment at nozzle; blackened at nozzle. 
Disk: Head of bull within two framing rings. Rim: two panels with incised 
branches. Nozzle offset from rim by two incised lines. Solid handle with three 
grooves. Base: Heart-shaped groove with possible letter at center. Light red fabric 
(2.5YR 6/6) with thin, weak red slip (10R 5/4) over all. 
Features of disk poorly defined - likely from a worn mold. 
Late 4th – early 5th c. A.D. 
J. McK. Camp II, Hesperia 76, 2007, pp. 636-637, fig. 9. 
For disk and panels, cf. L 2438 (Agora VII, no. 1046, p. 132-133, mid-4th c. A.D = 
Karivieri 1996, no. 61, p. 181, pl. 5, late 4th c. A.D.). For base Agora VII, no. 1681, p. 150, 
pls. 30, 34 (second quarter of 4th c. A.D.); Karivieri 1996, no. 62, p. 181, pl. 5 (late 4th – 
early 5th c. A.D.) and no. 64, p. 182, pl. 5 (late 4th c. A.D.). 
 
128. Lamp Pl. 17 
(L 6103) 
L. 0.118, W. 0.073, H. 0.045 m. 
Complete except for three small fragments missing from body. Mended from 
three fragments. Blackened at nozzle. 
Disk: bust with head in profile, facing right. Rim: sloping, with herringbone. 
Solid handle with groove. Base: incised circle branches to handle; two notches at 
top of circle, four notches at bottom. Within circle: three incised lines. Light red 
fabric (10R 6/8) with light red glaze. 
North African lamp, Hayes Type IB 
5th c. A.D. 
J. McK. Camp II, Hesperia 76, 2007, pp. 636-637, fig. 10.  
For disk, cf. Agora VII, no. 323, p. 99, pl. 10. Hayes dates Type IB for African lamps 
to the 4th and early 5th centuries (LRP, p. 313), though he notes that the dating for this 
group is far from certain. 
 
129. Bowl – AfRS Fig. 13 
(P 34647) 
P.H. 0.0335, Diam. rim 0.180 m. 
Complete profile. Ca. 1/2 bowl preserved, mended from nine fragments. 
Flat base. Concave body with straight rim and rounded lip. Two grooves 
below rim on interior and exterior. Wide band of rouletting on floor. Light red 
fabric (10R 7/6) with light red slip (10R 6/8) over all. 
Hayes Form 53B. 
ca. 370 – 430 A.D. 
Cf. LRP, Form 53B, no. 17, p. 80 = Agora XXXII, no. 1045, p. 223; from Area O-P 8 
(fills west of the Stoa of Attalos). Cf. also similar finds from Agora contexts of the 5th 
century A.D.:  P 11180 (C 14:4); P 14227 (R 17:2); P 21829 (C 18:1). The chronology for 
this form is confirmed by Paul Reynolds (Reynolds 1995, p. 144). 
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130. Plate – AfRS Fig. 13 
(P 34648) 
H. 0.025, Diam. rim 0.039 m. 
Complete profile. Ca. 1/2 plate preserved, mended from ten fragments. 
Flat base with wide, horizontal floor. Outturned rim in two degrees on 
interior. Triangular, overhanging lip. Two bands of two incised grooves on floor. 
Fine, light red fabric (10R 7/8) with light red slip (10R 6/8) over all. 
Profile of body as Hayes Form 66 (plate). Profile of rim as Hayes Form 68 
(bowl). 
First half of 5th c. A.D. 
 
Form 66:  LRP, p. 112, no. 1 (Lepcis Magna). See also Agora XXXII, no. 1080, p. 
226, fig. 33, from Deposit H-I 7-8:1 (second half of 5th century). According to Hayes, the 
profile is rare, and no examples have been found in 4th century contexts (LRP, p. 112). 
Bonifay finds the form in contexts of the second half of the 5th century (Bonifay 2004, 
Sigillée Type 70, p. 199, fig. 106). 
Form 68:  Large bowl with molded rim and hooked lip; many variants. See LRP, p. 
118, fig. 20. Hayes suggests that late variants continue until the middle of the 5th century 
(LRP, p. 117).  
 
131. Bowl – AfRS Fig. 13 
(P 34646) 
H. 0.038, Diam. rim 0.105, Diam. base 0.030 m. 
Complete except for one small fragment. Mended from six fragments. 
Very low ring foot. Narrow floor curves to straight wall. Wide, outturned rim 
with squared, overhanging lip. Band of two grooves at center floor. Ridge at 
junction of rim and body on interior and exterior. Sets of 3-4 notches at four points 
on outer edge of rim. Light red fabric (10R 7/6) with light red slip (10R 6/8) over 
all. 
Hayes Form 71A 
ca. 375 – 400/420 A.D. 
J. McK. Camp II, Hesperia 76, 2007, pp. 636-637, fig. 7. 
Cf. LRP, p. 120, Form 71, no. 2; republished as Agora XXXII, no. 1101, pp. 227-
228, fig. 34, pl. 55; from Area O-P 8 (fills west of the Stoa of Attalos), “Context of late 4th 
century+” (p. 228). 
 
132. Bowl – Local RS Fig. 13 
(P 34644) 
H. 0.078, Diam. base 0.057, Diam. rim 0.167 m. 
Complete except for minor chipping; mended from many fragments. 
Ring foot. Flaring wall with vertical, overhanging rim; rounded lip. Two 
grooves on exterior below rim. Reddish brown fabric (2.5YR 5/4). Thin black slip 
over interior and rim, dripping onto body. 
Early 5th c. A.D. 
Cf. 7. 
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133. Jug – M 291  
(P 34645) 
H. 0.160, Est. Diam. rim 0.065, Diam. base 0.033 m. 
Complete profile. Handle and ca. 2/3 neck missing. 
Ring foot. Ovoid body with maximum diameter at shoulder. Vertical neck 
with tall, straight rim, rounded lip. Single strap handle attached at neck and at 
shoulder. Wheel-ridging over neck and upper body. Red fabric (10R 5/6) with red 
slip (10R 5/6). 
Early 5th c. A.D. 
Cf. 82. 
 
134. Jug – M 291 
(P 34643) 
H. 0.162, Diam. rim 0.072, Diam. base 0.041 m. 
Intact except for minor chipping at rim and handle. 
Ring foot. Ovoid body with maximum diameter at shoulder. Concave neck 
with flaring rim, rounded lip. Vertical strap handle attached at neck and on body. 
Wheel ridging over neck and upper body. Light reddish brown fabric (2.5YR 6/4) 
with red slip (2.5YR 5/6). 
Early 5th c. A.D. 
Cf. 82. 
 
Deposit I-J 2-3:1 
 
Apsidal Channel – Fill Below Smashed Pottery 
 
135. Lamp Pl. 18 
(L 5938) 
Lot 181 
P.L. 0.100, W. 0.078, H. 0.033 m. 
Complete except for missing fragment at nozzle. 
Disk: rosette with fourteen rounded petals framed by groove. Rim: two panels 
of three incised lines; small circles at handle and at nozzle. Two grooves on either 
side of kite-shaped nozzle. Solid handle with three grooves and incised circles at 
base. Base: within two incised circles: "C T". Light red fabric (2.5YR 6/6) with 
weak red slip (10R 5/4) over all. 
Stratolaos workshop. 
Late 4th c. A.D. 
 
 
 
 
261 
Cf. Agora VII, no. 1713, p. 151, pls. 30, 37; for a similar lamp of the Stratolaos 
workshop, cf. no. 1720, p. 151 (dated to mid-4th c. A.D.).  
Also similar to L 2297 (Agora VII, no. 1721, p. 151) Ky- workshop, from Deposit D 
12:1, dated to the mid-4th c. in Agora VII, also published in Karivieri 1996, no. 246, p. 
235, pl. 33, dated to the late 4th c. A.D. 
 
136. Lamp Pl. 18 
(L 5939) 
Lot 181 
L. 0.087, W. 0.060, H. 0.027 m. 
Intact. Blackened at nozzle. 
Disk: plain, framed by three incised grooves. Plain rim. Kite-shaped nozzle. 
Solid handle with three grooves. Base: within two incised circle, a possible letter. 
From a worn mold. Reddish yellow fabric (5YR 6/6) with red slip (10R 5/6) over 
all. 
Late 4th – early 5th c. A.D. 
For general shape, decoration, and glaze, minus the patterned disk, cf. Agora VII, no. 
889, p. 127, pl. 20.  
Cf. Karivieri 1996, "Plain, Kite-shaped Nozzle", no. 118, pp. 196-197, pl. 35 = Agora 
VII, nos. 1198, p. 137 (Deposit M 18:3, a tomb). Dated by Binder to mid-4th century, by 
Karivieri to the late 4th or early 5th century A.D. 
 
137. Bowl – LRC Fig. 14 
Lot 182 
P.H. 0.032, Est. Diam. rim 0.032 m. 
Rim fragment of bowl, ca. 7% preserved.  
Curving wall with wide, outturned rim in two degrees. Very fine, red fabric 
(10R 5/6) with few gray, white inclusions. Red slip (10R 5/8). 
Hayes Form 2A 
ca. 400-425 
Cf. LRP, p. 327, Form 2A, no. 2, fig. 66 (Agora P 27057); republished as Agora 
XXXII, no. 1238, p. 238, fig. 37, dated ca. 400-425. 
 
Apsidal Channel, Lower Fill, Smashed Pottery 
North 
 
138. Lamp  
(L 5945) 
Lot 161/163 
P.L. 0.088, P.W. 0.055 m. 
Fragment; ca. 1/3 lamp preserved from nozzle to base of handle, mended from 
two fragments. 
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Disk: rosette with rounded petals. Rim: herringbone. Base: partial letter 
preserved within incised circle, possibly “K”. Reddish yellow fabric (5YR 6/6). No 
glaze. 
First half of 5th c. A.D. 
Cf. Agora VII, nos. 1960 and 1968, p. 155, pl. 32 (late 4th century); Karivieri 1996, 
nos. 221 and 222, p. 228, pl. 42 (first half of 5th century). 
 
139. Bowl – Local RS Fig. 14 
(P 31908) 
Lot 161/163 
H. 0.044, Est. Diam. rim 0.160 m. 
Complete profile.  
Narrow, recessed base. Straight, flaring wall curves to vertical rim with 
rounded lip. Band of four grooves on rim exterior; single groove on rim interior. 
Two grooves at center floor. White painted decoration: partial motif within 
grooves on floor; large white spirals around interior wall. Fabric fired light brown 
(7.5YR 6/3); slip fired weak red (10R 4/2). 
First half of 5th c. A.D. (dated by context) 
 
South 
 
140. Lamp Pl. 18  
(L 5947) 
Lot 170/174 
P.L. 0.078, W. 0.065, H. 0.025 m. 
Ca. 1/2 lamp preserved; mended from three fragments. 
Disk: plain with raised edge; four filling holes. Air hole at base of nozzle. 
Rim: vine pattern with leaves and clusters. Pierced handle with three grooves. 
Base: four small circles within heart-shaped groove. Light reddish brown fabric 
(5YR 6/4). No glaze. 
Mid-5th c. A.D. 
Cf. Agora VII, no. 2603, p. 184, pl. 41 (dated first half of 5th c. A.D.); Karivieri 1996, 
nos. 121-122, pp. 197-198, pl. 10 (both dated mid-5th c. A.D.); Slane and Sanders 2005, 
no. 1-2, p. 250, fig. 4 (Assemblage 1, first half of 5th c. A.D.) 
 
141. Lamp Pl. 18 
(L 5946) 
Lot 170/174 
L. 0.105, W. 0.074, H. 0.043 m. 
Complete except for large fragment missing from body and fragment from 
center of disk; mended from several fragments. Blackened at nozzle. 
Disk: twisted rosette. Rim: herringbone; small circles at handle and at nozzle. 
Kite-shaped nozzle. Pierced handle with three grooves. Base: within two circles, 
“K”. Reddish yellow fabric (5YR 6/6). No glaze. 
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K- workshop 
5th c. A.D. 
Cf. Agora VII, no. 1918, p. 154, pl. 32 (dated to the second half of the 4th c. A.D.). 
For a similar lamp from the K- workshop, cf. no. 1922, p. 154. From Group L, Layer IV 
(early 5th c. A.D.), cf. Agora V, no. L 64, p. 81, pl. 45; dated to the 4th c. in Agora VII (no. 
1933, p. 154). 
For twisted rosette with kite-shaped nozzle, cf. Karivieri 1996, nos. 181-187, pp. 
215-216, pls. 17-18, 35, 39-40, all within the 5th c. A.D. 
 
142. Bowl – Local RS Fig. 14 
(P 31909) 
Lot 170/174 
P.H. 0.038, Est. Diam. rim 0.145 m. 
Fragment. Ca. 1/2 rim and upper wall preserved, mended from two fragments. 
Steep, convex wall with wide, outturned rim, rounded lip. Three grooves on upper 
surface of rim. Shallow ridge at junction of rim and wall. Reddish yellow fabric 
(5YR 6/6) with thin red slip (10R 5/6) over all. 
Imitation of AfRS, Hayes Form 71A.  
Early 5th c. A.D. 
 
Cf. 143 and 131 from Deposit K 1:4. 
 
143. Bowl – Local RS Fig. 14 
Lot 170/174 
P.H. 0.040, Est. Diam. rim 0.138 m. 
Rim fragment.  
Straight, flaring wall with slight carination at base of wide, outturned rim. 
Thickened, rounded lip. Two grooves at inner and outer edges of rim. Reddish 
yellow fabric (5YR 6/6) with rare white inclusions, fine mica. Red slip (10R 5/6) 
on rim, interior, and dripped onto exterior. 
Imitation of AfRS, Hayes From 71A. 
Early 5th c. A.D. 
Cf. 142 and 131 from Deposit K 1:4. 
 
144. Bowl – Local RS Pl. 18 
(P 31844) 
Lot 170/174 
H. 0.120, Diam. rim 0.250-0.270, Diam. base 0.085 m. 
Complete except for 1/4 rim and two small fragments in body (all restored). 
Mended from many fragments. 
Ring foot. Flaring wall with tall, vertical, convex rim. Rounded lip offset by 
groove. Two horizontal ribbon handles applied to rim. White painted spirals 
around exterior rim. Chi-rho ligature painted in white at center floor (rho in 
retrograde), framed by two grooves. Reddish yellow fabric (5YR 7/6) with 
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frequent small white inclusions. Red slip (10R 5/8) over interior and upper half of 
exterior. 
Late 4th – early 5th c. A.D. 
Cf. 6. See also partially preserved white painted motifs at center floor of 139 and 146 
– perhaps chi-rho ligatures as well. 
 
145. Bowl – Local RS Fig. 14 
Lot 175 
P.H. 0.032, Est. Diam. 0.105 m. 
Rim fragment; ca. 30% preserved. 
Straight, flaring wall. Vertical rim with outturned lip, slightly off-set from 
wall. Fine, light brown fabric (7.5YR 6/4). Red slip (2.5YR 5/6) on interior and 
outer rim but not on exterior wall. 
Small keel-rimmed bowl. 
Late 4th – early 5th c. A.D. 
 
146. Bowl – Local RS Fig. 14 
(P 31907) 
Lot 170/174 
H. 0.065, Est. Diam. rim 0.25 m. 
Complete profile. Ca. 1/3 vessel preserved, mended from four fragments. 
Ring foot. Flaring, convex wall. Thick, outturned rim with rounded lip and 
three grooves on upper surface. Band of ridging on exterior below rim. Two 
incised grooves at center floor. White painted decoration: partial motif preserved 
within grooves on floor; large white spirals around interior wall. Reddish brown 
fabric (2.5YR 5/4) with weak red slip (10R 5/4). 
Late 4th – early 5th c. A.D. 
 Cf. Agora V, no. M 209, p. 103, pls. 26, 37, 71 (early 4th century). 
 
147. Bowl – Local RS Fig. 14 
Lot 175 
P.H. 0.035, Est. Diam. 0.0250 m. 
Rim fragment of shallow bowl, ca. 10% preserved. 
Straight, flaring wall. Thick, rounded rim with three grooves on top. Shallow 
wheel-ridging on upper wall. White painted spiral on interior. Light reddish brown 
fabric (5YR 5/4) with reddish brown slip (5YR 5/4) on interior and exterior, 
slightly metallic. 
Late 4th – early 5th c. A.D. 
Two joining fragments in BZ Lot 170-174. Cf. 146 and Agora V, no. M 209, p. 103, 
pls. 26, 37, 71 (early 4th century). 
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148. Bowl – Local RS  
(P 31913) 
Lot 170/174 
Rim fragment with small portion of vessel wall, mended from two fragments. 
Straight, flaring wall curves to vertical rim with rounded, inward thickened 
lip. Four grooves on rim exterior. White painted decoration: large spiral on interior 
wall. Reddish yellow fabric (5YR 6/6) with weak red slip (2.5YR 4/2) over interior 
and over rim on exterior. 
Early 5th c. A.D. 
Profile similar to that of 140 but with a straighter wall (almost concave) and a thicker 
rim. 
 
149. Amphora – LRA 3 Fig. 14 
Lot 170/174  
P.H. 0.086, Diam. rim 0.032 m. 
Fragment. Amphora neck, broken below handles. 
Narrow neck tapers to rim. Triangular, outward thickened rim. Two strap 
handles attached at neck and upper shoulder. Reddish brown fabric (2.5YR 4/40; 
micaceous. 
Early 5th c. A.D. 
 
150. Jug – M 299 Pl. 18 
Lot 176 
H. 0.190, Diam. base 0.047, Diam. max 0.115, Diam. rim 0.062 m. 
Complete profile. Two large fragments missing from body; mended from five 
fragments. 
Ring foot. Globular body. Tall, narrow neck with outturned, spouted rim. 
Squared lip with groove. Grooved strap handle attached below rim and at shoulder. 
Short, oblique gouged lines over wheel-ridging on upper body. Narrow wheel-
ridging over neck and shoulder. Light red fabric (2.5YR 6/8). 
Early 5th c. A.D. (dated by position) 
Cf. 9 from Well M 2:1; also Agora V, L 43, L 44, p. 78, pl. 17; M 299, p. 112, pl. 30. 
For a very early imported gouged jug that may be related, see M 157, p. 98, pl. 24. 
 
Apsidal Channel – Fill around Smashed Pottery 
 
151. Bowl – AfRS Fig. 14 
Lot 166 
P.H.0.047, Est. Diam. rim 0.21-0.22 m. 
Rim fragment of bowl, less than 5% preserved. 
Smooth, convex wall with plain, slightly beveled rim. Very fine red fabric 
(2.5YR 5/8) with few visible inclusions. Red slip (2.5YR 5/8) inside and out. 
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Hayes Form 62B 
ca. 350-425 
Cf. LRP p. 108, Form 62, no. 14, fig. 18. According to Hayes, this type appears in 
quantity at the Athenian agora in deposits of the late 4th century (LRP, p. 109); however, 
see LRP, p. 108, no. 15 (Agora P 7934), fig. 18 = Agora XXXII, no. 1075, p. 225, fig. 33, 
pl. 54 – from a context of the early 5th century with coins of Arcadius (A.D. 395-408), in 
Area O (fills next to the Stoa of Attalos). For dates into the 5th century, see also Reynolds 
1995, p. 144 and Bonifay 2004, Sigillée Type 40, p. 171, fig. 92. 
 
Apsidal Channel – Upper Fill, Adjacent to Coin Hoard 
 
 
152. Bowl – Local RS Fig. 15 
Lot 157 
P.H. 0.028, Est. Diam. rim 0.0240 m. 
Rim fragment; very little of body preserved.  
In-turned rim, thickened on exterior, forming triangular profile; slightly 
concave below outer edge. Red fabric (2.5YR 5/6) with frequent, small white 
inclusions, some mica. Thin slip fired reddish brown (2.5YR 4/4) to dark reddish 
gray (2.5YR 3/1). 
Imitation of AfRS, Hayes Form 61A. 
First half of 5th c. A.D. 
Cf. LRP, pp. 101-103, Form 61, nos. 4, 7, 21, and 26, figs. 16-17; Bonifay 2004, 
Sigillée Type 37 (Hayes Form 61A/B3), pp. 167-168, 171, fig. 90 (first half of the 5th c. 
A.D.). 
 
153. Bowl – Local RS Fig. 15  
Lot 155 
P.H. 0.026, Est. Diam. 0.021 m. 
Rim fragment of dish, ca. 5% preserved.  
Thick, curving wall with in-turned rim, slightly squared on overhanging outer 
edge. Fabric: light red at core (2.5YR 6/6), reddish yellow at surface (5YR 6/6); 
Red slip (10R 5/6). Few white inclusions, little mica.  
Possible imitation of AfRS, Hayes Form 61B. 
ca. 400-450 
Cf. LRP, p. 105, Form 61, nos. 29, 30, and 33, figs. 16-17. See also Bonifay 2004, 
Sigillée Type 37 (rim as Hayes Form 61A/B4), pp. 167-168, fig. 90.  
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154. Bowl – Local RS Fig. 15 
Lot 156 
P.H. 0.019, Est. Diam. 0.023 m. 
Rim fragment of plate, ca. 5% preserved.  
Shallow curving wall with straight downturned rim. Two grooves on surface 
of rim. Light reddish brown fabric (5YR 6/4, at break) with rare white inclusions 
and little mica. Thin red slip (2.5YR 5/6) on interior below rim.  
5th century (dated by context) 
Similar to AfRS Forms 57 and 58. 
 
Apsidal Channel – Top Fill 
 
155. Lamp Pl. 18 
(L 5944) 
Lot 177 
P.L. 0.086, P.W. 0.068. H. 0.034 m. 
Ca. 1/2 preserved, mended from three fragments; most of base missing. 
Disk: rosette with pointed petals, framed by incised groove. Rim: two panels 
with herringbone. Small circles flank handle, panels, and nozzle. Kite-shaped 
nozzle. Solid handle with two grooves. Base: incised groove, possibly almond-
shaped. Reddish yellow fabric (5YR 6/6). No glaze. 
First half of 5th c. A.D. 
For rosette, cf. Agora VII, no. 1709, p. 150, pl. 30. For rim, cf. Agora VII, no. 1707, 
p. 150, pl. 30. Both dated to the 4th c. A.D. 
Cf. Karivieri 1996, nos. 198-202, pp. 220-221, pls. 34, 36, 41, late 4th - third quarter 
of the 5th c. A.D. 
 
 
156. Bowl – AfRS Fig. 15 
(P 31832) 
Lot 177 
H. 0.041, Est. Diam. rim 0.250 m. 
Complete profile. Half of plate preserved, mended from two fragments. 
Flat base. Shallow, concave wall with triangular, overhanging rim. Two 
grooves on exterior below rim. Two and a half preserved rosette stamps at center 
floor, framed by two grooves. Single groove on floor at base of wall. Red fabric 
(2.5YR 5/6) with red slip (10R 5/8). 
AfRS, Hayes Form 61B 
ca. 400-450. 
Dated in LRP to ca. 400-450 (p. 107); in Supplement, ca. 380-450 (p. 516). Reynolds 
(1995, p .148), however, suggests a later date for the beginning of Form 61B, ca. 410. 
Finally, Reynolds, Bonifay, and Cau (2011, pp. 29-30) find late variants of the form in 
deposits from the middle of the 5th century and possibly beyond 500. See also Bonifay 
2004, Sigillée Type 38, pp. 167-168, fig. 90 (first half of 5th c. A.D.). 
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For the profile at the Agora, cf. Agora V, no. L 59, p. 80, pls. 36, 70, Group L, Layer 
IV (early 5th c. A.D.); also Agora XXXII, nos. 1064-1070, pp. 224-225, fig. 33. 
 
157. Cooking – LR Micaceous Aegean Fig. 15 
Lot 177  
P.H. 0.149, Est. Diam. rim 0.195 m. 
Fragment; ca. 1/3 preserved, with profile down to lower body. Blackened. 
Steep, convex wall with sharp carination at shoulder. Concave shoulder tapers 
to everted rim with shallow groove. Thickened, rounded lip. Small, vertical handle 
attached below rim and at shoulder. Coarse, reddish brown fabric (5YR 5/4) with 
rare, large white inclusions; micaceous. 
5th c. A.D. 
Cf. Slane and Sanders 2005, no. 1-28, p. 255, fig. 3 (Assemblage 1, first half of the 
5th century). 
 
158. Basin   
(P 31858) 
Lot 177 
H. 0.283, Diam. rim 0.320-0.326 m. 
Complete profile. Mended from many fragments; 3-4 small fragments 
missing. 
Flat base. Steep, flaring wall, slightly convex. Outturned rim. Wheel-ridging 
over upper 3/4 of body. Fabric: Reddish yellow at surface (7.5YR 6/6), reddish 
yellow at core (5YR 6/6) with rare, large white inclusions. 
5th c. A.D. 
Catalogued as:  "Flowerpot (?)" 
Note signed by John Hayes on catalogue card suggests that the fabric of this basin is 
related to that of the Argolid jugs and LRA 2. See also Hammond 2015, “Deep Basins”, 
nos. 412-418, p. 333, fig. 46 and pp. 404-407. 
 
Tunnel 
 
159. Cooking – LR Micaceous Aegean Fig. 15 
Lot 164 
P.H. 0.090, Est. Diam. 0.270 m. 
Fragment of stewpot, over 10% of rim preserved down to maximum diameter 
of vesselw with one handle intact.  
Straight wall narrows upward from sharp curve at mid-section. Everted rim 
with groove on top. Thick rounded handle with shallow groove attached just above 
median and below rim. Wheel-ridging on interior and exterior. Blackened fabric, 
micaceous. 
5th c. A.D. 
Cf. 8, 109; Slane and Sanders 2005, no. 2-35, p. 264, fig. 6 (Assemblage 2, second 
half of the 5th century to 500 or later). 
 
 
269 
BIBLIOGRAPHY 
 
 
Abadie-Reynal, C. 2007. La céramique romaine d'Argos : fin du IIe siècle avant J.-C. - 
fin du IVe siècle après J.-C. (Études péloponnésiennes 13), Athens. 
 
Agora III = R.E. Wycherley, Literary and Epigraphical Testimonia (Agora III), Princeton 
1957. 
 
Agora V = H.W. Robinson, Pottery of the Roman Period (Agora V), Princeton 1959. 
 
Agora VII = J. Perlzweig, Lamps of the Roman Period: First to Seventh Century after 
Christ (Agora VII), Princeton 1961. 
 
Agora XIV = H.A. Thompson and R.E. Wycherley, The Agora of Athens: The History, 
Shape, and Uses of an Ancient City Center, (Agora XIV), Princeton 1972. 
 
Agora XXI = M. Lang, Graffiti and Dipinti (Agora XXI), Princeton 1976. 
 
Agora XXIV = A. Frantz, Late Antiquity, A.D. 267-700 (Agora XXIV), Princeton 1988. 
 
Agora XXXII = J.W. Hayes, Roman Pottery: Fine-Ware Imports (Agora XXXII), 
Princeton 2008. 
 
Agora XXXIV = G.D. Weinberg and E.M. Stern, Vessel Glass (Agora XXXIV), 
Princeton 2009. 
 
Albarella, U., V. Ceglia, and P. Roberts. 1993. “S. Giacomo degli Schiavoni (Molise): an 
early fifth century AD deposit of pottery and animal bones from central Adriatic 
Italy,” PBSR 61, pp. 157-230. 
 
Alchermes, J. 1994. “Spolia in Roman Cities of the Late Empire: Legislative Rationales 
and Architectural Reuse,” DOP 48, pp. 167-178. 
 
Annis, M.B. 1975. “Amphora sixti, 'Festoen' Opgedragen aan A. N. Zadoks Josephus 
Jitta bij haar zeventigste verjaardag,” Scripta Archaeologica Gröningana 6, pp. 
29-40. 
 
Antioch IV.1 = F. O. Waagé, ed., Antioch-on-the-Orontes IV.1: Ceramics and Islamic 
Coins (Antioch IV.1), Princeton 1948. 
 
Aoyagi, M., T. Mukai, and C. Sugiyama. 2007. “Céramique de l’Antiquité Tardive d’un 
Site Romain de Somma Vesuviana, Italie,” in LRCW 2, pp. 439-449.  
 
Baldini Lippolis, I. 1995. “La Monumentalizzazione tardoantica di Athene,” Rivista di 
antichità 4, pp. 169-190. 
 
 
 
270 
Bass, G.F. and F.H. van Doorninck, Jr. 1982. Yassi Ada: a Seventh-century Byzantine 
Shipwreck, College Station. 
 
Baumhoff, M.A. and R.F. Heizer. 1959. “Some unexploited possibilities in ceramic 
analysis,” Southwestern Journal of Anthropology 15, pp. 308-316. 
 
Bazzechi, E. 2014. “Il Ceramic in età tardoantica: sviluppo topografico e mutamenti 
funzionali,” in Gli Ateniesi e il loro modello di cittá. Seminari di Storia e 
Archeologia greca I, Roma 25-26 giugno 2012 (Thiasos Monografie 5), eds. L.M. 
Caliò, E. Lippolis, and V. Parisi, Rome, pp. 337-350. 
 
Beaton, A.E. and P.A. Clement. 1976. “The Date of the Destruction of the Sanctuary of 
Poseidon on the Isthmus of Corinth,” Hesperia 45, pp. 267-279. 
 
Blockley, R.C. 1983. The Fragmentary Classicizing Historians of the Later Roman 
Empire: Eunapius, Olympiodorus, Priscus and Malchus, Liverpool. 
 
Bonifay, M. 2004. Etudes sur la céramique romaine tardive d’Afrique (BAR 
International Series 1301), Oxford. 
 
Bonifay, M. and D. Piéri. 1995. “Typologie et contenu des amphores du Ve au VIIe à 
Marseille,” JRA 8, pp. 94-120. 
 
Bowersock, G.W., J. Clive, and S.R. Graubard, eds. 1977. Edward Gibbon and the 
Decline and Fall of the Roman Empire, Cambridge and London. 
 
Brown, A.R. 2011. “Banditry or Catastrophe?: History, Archaeology, and Barbarian 
Raids on Roman Greece,” in Romans, Barbarians, and the Transformation of the 
Roman World: Cultural Interaction and the Creation of Identity in Late Antiquity, 
eds. R.W. Mathisen and D. Shanzer, Farnham, pp. 79-96. 
 
Brown, P. 1971. The World of Late Antiquity, London. 
 
Burgh, R.F. 1959. “Ceramic profiles in the Western Mound at Awotovi, Northeastern 
Arizona,” AmerAnt 25, pp. 184-202. 
 
Burman, J. 1994. “The Athenian Empress Eudocia,” in Post-Herulian Athens: Aspects of 
Life and Culture in Athens, AD 267-529, ed. P. Castrén, Helsinki, pp. 63-88. 
 
Butcher, S.A. 1982. “Late Roman Lamps from a Mine Gallery at Thorikos (with a Note 
on Chronology by Dr. J. Binder),” in Studies in South Attica I (Miscellanea 
Graeca, fasciculus 5), ed. P. Spitaels, Gent, pp. 137-148. 
 
Camp, J. McK, II. 1980. Gods and Heroes in the Athenian Agora (Agora Picture Book 
19), Princeton. 
 
 
 
271 
______________. 1986. The Athenian Agora: Excavations in the Heart of Classical 
Athens, London. 
 
______________. 2001. The Archaeology of Athens, New Haven. 
 
______________. 2007. “Excavations in the Athenian Agora: 2002-2007,” Hesperia 76, 
pp. 627-663. 
 
______________. 2015. “Excavations in the Athenian Agora, 2008-2012,” Hesperia 84, 
pp. 467-513. 
 
Castrén, P. 1994. “General Aspects of Life in Post-Herulian Athens,” in Post-Herulian 
Athens: Aspects of Life and Culture in Athens, AD 267-529, ed. P. Castrén, 
Helsinki, pp. 1-15. 
 
Clement, P. 1975. “The Date of the Hexamilion,” in Essays in Memory of Basil 
Laourdas, Thessaloniki. 
 
Clement, P. and A.E. Beaton. 1976. “The Date of the Destruction of the Sanctuary of 
Poseidon on the Isthmus of Corinth,” Hesperia 45, pp. 267-279. 
 
Cobleigh, R. 1910. Handy Farm Devices and How to Make Them, New York. 
 
Cooley, D., ed. 1932. Modern Mechanics and Inventions (October), Greenwich. 
 
Corinth I.4 = O. Broneer, The South Stoa and Its Roman Successors (Corinth I.4), 
Princeton 1954. 
 
Corinth IV.2 = O. Broneer, Terracotta Lamps (Corinth IV.2), Princeton 1930. 
 
Corinth VII.3 = G.R. Edwards, Corinthian Hellenistic Pottery (Corinth VII.3), Princeton 
1975. 
 
Corinth XVIII.2 = K.W. Slane, The Sanctuary of Demeter and Kore: The Roman Pottery 
and Lamps (Corinth XVIII.2), Princeton 1990. 
 
Corinth XVIII.3 = N. Bookidis and R.S. Stroud, The Sanctuary of Demeter and Kore: 
Topography and Architecture (Corinth XVIII.3), Princeton 1997. 
 
Corinth XX = C.K. Williams and N. Bookidis, eds., Corinth, the Centenary: 1896-1996 
(Corinth XX), Princeton 2003. 
 
CSHB = B.G. Niebuhr, ed., Corpus scriptorum historiae Byzantinae, Bonn 1828-1897. 
 
Dawson, G.J. 1971. “Montague Close Part 2,” London Archaeologist 1, pp. 250-251. 
 
 
 
272 
Di Cesare, R. 2001. “Intorno alla Stoa delle Erme,” ASAtene 79, pp. 17-36. 
 
__________. 2002. “Un lemma di arpocrazione e la Stoa delle Erme ad Atene,” PP 57, 
pp. 303-307. 
 
Dinsmoor, W.B. 1941. Observations on the Hephaisteion, Princeton. 
 
Dumont, A. 1872. Inscriptions céramique de Grèce, Paris. 
 
Egloff, B. 1973. “A Method for Counting Ceramic Rim Sherds,” AmerAnt 38, pp. 351-
353. 
 
Elsner, J. 2006. “Late Antique Art: The Problem of the Concept and the Cumulative 
Aesthetic,” in Approaching Late Antiquity: The Transformation from Early to 
Late Empire, eds. S. Swain and M. Edwards, Oxford, pp. 271-309. 
 
Fiumi, F. and L. Prati. 1983. “Note sulla ceramica commune,” in Ravenna e il porto di 
Classe, ed. G. Bermond Montanari, Bologna, pp. 118-126. 
 
Ford, J.A. 1962. A Quantitative Method for Deriving Cultural Chronology (Pan 
American Union Technical Manual I), Washington. 
 
Fulford, M.G. and I. Hodder. 1974. “A regression analysis of some late Romano-British 
fine pottery: a case study,” Oxoniensia 39, pp. 26-33. 
 
Gamio, M. 1922. Poblacion del Valle de Teotihuacan I, Mexico City. 
 
Garnett, K.S. 1975. “Late Roman Corinthian Lamps from the Fountain of the Lamps,” 
Hesperia 44, pp. 173-206. 
 
Geertman, H. 2004. Hic Fecit Basilicam: Studi sul Liber Pontificalis e gli Edifici 
Ecclesiastici di Roma da Silvestro a Silverio, Leuven. 
 
Goldman, H. 1950. Excavations at Gözlü Kule, Tarsus I: The Hellenistic and Roman 
Periods, Princeton 1950. 
 
Grace, V. 1949. Standard Pottery Containers of the Ancient Greek World (Hesperia 
Suppl. 8), Princeton. 
 
Gregory, T.E. 1995. “The Roman Bath at Isthmia: Preliminary Report 1972-1992,” 
Hesperia 64, pp. 279-313. 
 
Grierson, P. and M. Mays. 1992. Catalogue of Late Roman Coins in the Dumbarton Oaks 
Collection and in the Whittemore Collection. From Arcadius and Honorius to the 
Accession of Anastasius, Washington, D.C. 
 
 
 
273 
Groag, E. 1946. Die Reichsbeamten von Achaia in spätrömische Zeit, Budapest. 
 
Hammond, M. 2015. “Late Roman Ceramics from the Panayia Field, Corinth (Late 4th to 
7th c.): The Long-distance, Regional and Local Wares in their Economic, Social 
and Historical Contexts,” (diss. Univ. of Missouri, Columbia). 
 
Hayes, J.W. 1992. Excavations at Saraçhane in Istanbul, Volume 2: The Pottery, 
Princeton. 
 
Hayes, J.W. 2008. “Tablewares, Functional Ceramics and Ritual Pots: Creating a 
Typology of Roman-Period Athenian Products,” in Athens during the Roman 
Period. Recent Discoveries, New Evidence (Mouseio Benaki Suppl. 4), ed. S. 
Vlizos, Athens, pp. 439-447. 
 
Hayes, J.W. 2010. “Techniques, Special Functions and Shapes – Some Observations on 
the Production of Pottery in the Aegean Area and Beyond, c. AD 200-700,” in 
eds. D. Papanikola-Bakirtzi and D. Kousmoulakou, Thessaloniki, pp. 21-36. 
 
Heather, P. 1991. Goths and Romans 332-489, Oxford. 
 
________. 1996. The Goths, Oxford. 
 
________. 2007. The Fall of the Roman Empire: A New History of Rome and the 
Barbarians, Oxford. 
 
Hodder, I. and C. Orton. 1976. Spatial Analysis in Archaeology, Cambridge. 
 
Ivantchik, A. 2002. “Un puits de l’époque paléochrétienne sur l’agora d’Argos,” BCH 
126, pp. 331-413. 
 
Jacobs, I. 2014. “Prosperity After Disaster? The Effects of the Gothic Invasion in Athens 
and Corinth,” in Production and Prosperity in the Theodosian Period 
(Interdisciplinary Studies in Ancient Culture and Religion 14), ed. I. Jacobs, 
Leuven, pp. 69-90. 
 
Johnson, A.I. 1963. Filter-pack and Well-screen Design (U.S. Geological Survey Open-
File Report), Denver. 
 
Jones, F.F. 1950. “The Pottery,” in H. Goldman et al., The Hellenistic and Roman 
Periods (Excavations at Gözlü Kule, Tarsus I), Princeton, pp. 149-296. 
 
Judeich, W. 1931. Topographie von Athen, 2nd ed., Munich.  
 
Karivieri, A. 1996. The Athenian Lamp Industry in Late Antiquity, Helsinki. 
 
Kenchreai IV = B. Adamscheck, The Pottery (Kenchreai IV), Leiden 1979. 
 
 
274 
Kerameikos XVI = B. Böttger, Die kaiserzeitlichen Lampen vom Kerameikos, Munich 
2002. 
 
King, D.A. 1949. Nalakidu: excavations at a Pueblo III site on Wupatki National Monument, 
Arizona,  (Museum of Northern Arizona Bulletin 23), Flagstaff. 
 
Kinney, D. 2013. “Spoliation in Medieval Rome,” in Perspektiven der Spolienforschung: 
Spoliierung und Transposition, eds. S. Altekamp, C. Marcks-Jacobs, and P. 
Seiler, Berlin, pp. 261-286. 
 
Koch, H. 1955. Studien zum Theseustempel in Athen, Berlin. 
 
Kouveli, A. 2010. “ΥστερορρωµαΪκή και παλαιοχριστιανική κεραµική από το Φρέαρ 114 
της «Οικίας Α !» του οικοπέδου Μακρυγιάννη στην Αθήνα,” in eds. D. 
Papanikola-Bakirtzi and D. Kousmoulakou, Thessaloniki, pp. 610-627. 
 
________.  2014a. "ΥστερορρωµαΪκή κεραµική από οικιακό πηγάδι της ανασκαφής για 
το Νέο Μουσείο Ακρόπολης," in Αρχαιολογικές Συµβολές. Τόµ. Β: Αττική, 
Μουσείο Κυκλαδικής Τέχνης, Αθήνα 2013, eds. S. Economou and M. Dogka-
Toli, Athens, pp.  
 
________. 2014b. “Excavation for the New Acropolis Museum in Athens: Amphorae 
from a Domestic Well of a Late Roman House,” in LRCW 4, pp. 749-759. 
 
Kübler, K. 1928. “Mitteilungen aus dem Kerameikos IV: Vorbericht über die beiden Haupt-
gebäude zwischen Diphylon und Eridanos und ihre späte Überbauung,” AM 53, pp. 
169-183. 
 
________. 1952. “Zum Formwandel in der spätantiken attischen Tonplastik,” JdI 67, pp. 99-
145. 
 
Lafferty, S.D.W. 2013. Law and Society in the Age of Theodoric the Great: A Study of the 
Edictum Theoderici, Cambridge. 
 
Lang, M. 1955. “Dated Jars of Early Imperial Times,” Hesperia 24, pp. 277-285. 
 
Lenski, N. 2002. Failure of Empire: Valens and the Roman State in the Fourth Century 
A.D., Berkeley. 
 
Liebeschuetz, J.H.W.G. 1991. Barbarians and Bishops, Oxford. 
 
__________________. 2000. “Administration and politics in the cities of the fifth to the 
mid seventh century: 425-460,” in Late Antiquity: Empire and Successors, A.D. 
425-600 (The Cambridge Ancient History 14), eds. A. Cameron, B. Ward-Perkins, 
and M. Whitby, Cambridge, pp. 207-237. 
 
 
 
275 
LRBC = P.V. Hill, J.P.C. Kent, and R.A.G. Carson, Late Roman Bronze Coinage, A.D. 
324-498, London 1960. 
 
LRCW 1 = J. M. Gurt I Esparraguera, J. Buxeda I Garrigós, and M. A. Cau Ontiveros, 
eds., LRCW 1: Late Roman Coarse Wares, Cooking Wares and Amphorae in the 
Mediterranean: Archaeology and Archaeometry (BAR International Series 1340), 
Oxford 2005. 
 
LRCW 2 = M. Bonifay and J.-C. Treglia, eds., LRCW 2: Late Roman Coarse Wares, 
Cooking Wares and Amphorae in the Mediterranean: Archaeology and 
Archaeometry (BAR International Series 1662), Oxford 2007. 
 
LRCW 3 = S. Menchelli, S. Santoro, M. Pasquinucci, and G. Guiducci, eds., LRCW 3: 
Late Roman Coarse Wares, Cooking Wares and Amphorae in the Mediterranean: 
Archaeology and Archaeometry: Comparison between Western and Eastern 
Mediterranean (BAR International Series 2185), Oxford 2010. 
 
LRCW 4 = N. Poulou-Papadimitriou, E. Nodarou and V. Kilikoglou eds., LRCW 4: Late 
Roman Coarse Wares, Cooking Wares and Amphorae in the Mediterranean: 
Archaeology and Archaeometry. The Mediterranean: a Market Without Frontiers 
(BAR International Series 2616), Oxford 2014. 
 
LRFW 1 = M. A. Cau, P. Reynolds, and M. Bonifay, eds., LRFW 1: Late Roman Fine 
Wares: Solving Problems of Typology and Chronology: A Review of the Evidence, 
Debate and New Contexts, Oxford 2011. 
 
LRP = J.W. Hayes, Late Roman Pottery, London 1972. 
 
LRP Suppl. = J.W. Hayes, Supplement to Late Roman Pottery, London 1980. 
 
Lynch, K.M. 2011. The Symposium in Context: Pottery from a Late Archaic House near 
the Athenian Agora (Hesperia Suppl. 46), Princeton. 
 
Manoli, E. 2010. “Κεραµική από το Φρέαρ 20 της υστερορωµαϊκής / παλαιοχριστιανικής 
«Οικίας Α΄ » στο οικόπεδο Μακρυγιάννη στην Αθήνα,” in Papanikola-Barkirtzi 
and Kousoulakou, pp. 633-648. 
 
Marangou-Lerat, A. 1995. Vin et amphores de Crète (Études crétoises 30), Athens. 
 
Marchand, S. 1996. Down from Olympus: Archaeology and Philhellenism in Germany, 
1750-1970, Princeton. 
 
Metrolog. Script. = F. Hultsch, Metrologicorum Scriptoum Reliquiae, Leipzig 1864-
1866. 
 
 
 
276 
Mitchell, S. 2007. A History of the Later Roman Empire, A.D. 284-641: The 
Transformation of the Ancient World, Oxford. 
 
Momigliano, A. 1959. “Christianity and the Decline of the Roman Empire,” in The 
Conflict Between Paganism and Christianity in the Fourth Century, ed. A. 
Momigliano, Oxford, pp. 79-99. 
 
Moorhead, J. 2001. The Roman Empire Divided, 400-700, Harlow. 
 
Morais, R. 2005. “From oppidum to dives bracara: the City Trade Through the 
Amphorae,” in LRCW 1: Late Roman Coarse Wares, Cooking Wares and 
Amphorae in the Mediterranean: Archaeology and Archaeometry (BAR 
International Series 1340), eds. J. M. Gurt I Esparraguera, J. Buxeda I Garrigós, 
and M. A. Cau Ontiveros, Oxford, pp. 55-67. 
 
Nilsson, M.P. 1909. Timbres amphoriques de Lindos (Exploration archéologique de 
Rhodes V), Copenhagen. 
 
Opaiț, A. 2010. “On the Origin of Carthage LR Amphora 1,” in LRCW 3, pp. 1015-1022. 
 
Orton, C. 1975. “Quantitative pottery studies: some progress, problems and prospects,” 
Science and Archaeology 16, pp. 30-35. 
 
_______. 1992. “Quantitative methods in the 1990s’, in Computer Applications and 
Quantitative Methods in Archaeology 1991 (BAR International Series 577), eds. 
G. Lock and J. Moffett, Oxford, pp. 137-140. 
 
_______. 1993. “How many pots make five? – An historical review of pottery 
quantification,” Archaeometry 35, pp. 169-184. 
 
Orton, C. and P. Tyers. 1990. “Statistical analysis of ceramic assemblages,” Archeologia 
e Calcolatori 1, pp. 81-110. 
 
Orton, C., P. Tyers, and A. Vince. 1993. Pottery in Archaeology, Cambridge. 
 
Papanikola-Bakirtzi, D. and D. Kousoulakou, eds. 2010. Κεραµική της Ύστερης 
Αρχαιότητας από τον Ελλαδικό Χώρο (3ος-7ος αι. µ.Χ.). Επιστηµονική Συνάντηση 
Θεσσαλονίκη, 12-16 Νοεµβρίου 2006, 2 vols., Thessaloniki. 
 
Parlama, L. and N. Stampolidis, eds.. 2001. Athens: The City Beneath the City. 
Antiquities from the Metropolitan Railway Excavations, Athens. 
 
Parsons, A.W. 1936. “A Roman Water-Mill in the Athenian Agora,” Hesperia 5, pp. 70-
90. 
 
 
 
277 
Peacock, D.P.S. and D.F. Williams. 1986. Amphorae and the Roman Economy: An 
Introductory Guide, New York. 
 
Peña, T. 1999. The Urban Economy during the Early Dominate: Pottery evidence from 
the Palatine Hill (BAR International Series 784), Oxford. 
 
Petrie, W.M.F. 1899. “Sequences in prehistoric remains,” J.Roy Anth. Inst. 29, pp. 295-301. 
 
Pickersgill, C. 2009. “Transitional periods in Roman Sparta observed in the pottery 
assemblages,” in Sparta and Laconia from Prehistory to Pre-Modern (British 
School at Athens Studies 16), eds. W.G. Cavanagh, C. Gallou and M. Georgiadis, 
London, pp. 293-300. 
 
Piéri, D. 2005. Le commerce du vin oriental à l’époque Byzantine (Ve – VIIe siècles). Le 
témoignage des amphores en Gaule, Beyrouth. 
 
Rauh, N.K. 2004. “Pirated Knock-offs: Cilician Imitations of Internationally Traded 
Amphoras,” in Transport Amphorae and Trade in the Eastern Mediterranean. 
Acts of the International Colloquium at the Danish Institute at Athens, September 
26-29, 2002 (Monographs of the Danish Institute at Athens 5), eds. J. Eiring and 
J. Lund, Århus, pp. 691-695. 
 
Rauh, N.K. and K.W. Slane. 2000. “Possible Amphora Kilns in West Rough Cilicia,” 
JRA 13, pp. 319-330. 
 
Rautman, M.L. “Two Late Roman Wells at Sardis,” AASOR 53, pp. 37-84. 
 
Reigl, A. [1901] 1985. Late Roman Art Industry, trans. R. Winkes, Rome. 
 
Reynolds, P. 1995. Trade in the Western Mediterranean, AD 400-700: The Ceramic 
Evidence (BAR International Series 604), Oxford. 
 
__________. 2005. “Levantine Amphorae from Cilicia to Gaza: A Typology and 
Analysis of Regional Production Trends from the 1st to 7th centuries,” in LRCW 1, 
pp. 563-611. 
 
Reynolds, P., M. Bonifay, and M. Ángel Cau. 2011. “Key Contexts for the Dating of Late 
Roman Mediterranean Fine Wares: A Preliminary Review and ‘Seriation’,” in 
LRFW 1. Late  Roman Fine Wares. Solving Problems of Typology and 
Chronology. A Review of the Evidence, Debate and New Contexts (Roman and 
Late Antiqute editerranean Pottery 1), eds. M. Á Cau, P. Reynolds, and M. 
Bonifay, Oxford, pp. 15-32. 
 
RIC = H. Mattingly and E.A. Sydenham, eds., The Roman Imperial Coinage, 10 vols.,  
London 1923. 
 
 
 
278 
Riley, J.A. 1976. “Quantification of the Coarse Pottery at Carthage,” in Excavations at 
Carthage 1975 Conducted by the University of Michigan I, ed. J.H. Humphrey, Tunis, 
pp. 125-56. 
 
________. 1979. “The Coarse Pottery from Berenice,” in Excavations at Sidi Krebish, 
Benghazi (Berenice) II (Libya Antiqua Suppl. V), ed. J.A. Lloyd, Tripoli, pp. 91-467. 
 
Rosenzweig, R. 2004. Worshipping Aphrodite: Art and Cult in Classical Athens, Ann 
Arbor. 
 
Rügler, A. 1990. “Die Datierung der ‘Hallenstraβe’ und des ‘Festtores’ im Kerameikos 
und Alarichs Besetzung Athens,” AM 105, pp. 279-294. 
 
Sabratha I = P.M. Kenrick, Excavations at Sabratha 1948-1951 (JRS Monograph 2), 
1986. 
 
Sabratha II.2 = M. Fulford and R. Tomber, Excavations at Sabratha 1948-1951 II:  The 
Finds, pt. 2: The Finewares and Lamps (Society for Libyan Studies Monography 
3), 1994. 
 
Samaria-Sebate III = J.W. Crowfoot, G.M. Crowfoot, and K. Kenyon, The Objects from 
Samaria (Samaria-Sebaste III), London 1957. 
 
Sanders, G.D.R. 2003. “Recent Developments in the Chronology of Byzantine Corinth,” 
Hesperia 20, pp. 385-399. 
 
_____________. 2004. “Problems in Interpreting Urban and Rural Settlement in 
Southern Greece, AD 365-700,” in Landscapes of Change: Rural Evolutions in 
Late Antiquity and the Early Middle Ages, ed. N. Christie, Aldershot, pp. 163-
193. 
 
Santangeli Valenzani, R. 2007. “I Fori Imperiali nel medioevo e nell’età moderna,” in I 
Foro Imperiali. Gli scavi del Comune di Roma (1991-2007), eds. R. Meneghini, 
R. Santangeli Valenzani, and E. Bianchi, Rome, pp. 115-165. 
 
Saradi, H. 2006. The Byzantine City in the Sixth Century: Literary Images and Historical 
Reality, Athens. 
 
Schiffer, M.B. 1987. Formation Processes of the Archaeological Record, Albuquerque. 
 
 
Schuring, J.M. 1987. “Supplementary note to ‘The Roman, Early Medieval and Medieval 
Coarse Kitchen Wares from the San Sisto Vecchio in Rome.” BABesch 62, pp. 
109-130. 
 
 
 
279 
___________. 1988. “Terra Sigillata Africana from the San Sisto Vecchio in Rome.” 
BABesch 63, pp. 1-68. 
 
Senior, L. and D. Birney III. 1995. “Accurately estimating vessel volume from profile 
illustrations,” American Antiquity 60, pp. 319-334. 
 
Shear, T.L. 1935. “The Campaign of 1934,” Hesperia 4, pp. 340-370. 
 
Shear, T.L., Jr. 1984. “The Athenian Agora: Excavations of 1980-1982,” Hesperia 53, 
pp. 1-57. 
 
___________. 1993. “The Persian Destruction of Athens: Evidence from Agora Deposits,” 
Hesperia 62, pp. 383-482. 
 
___________. 1997. “The Athenian Agora: Excavations of 1989-1993,” Hesperia 66, pp. 
495-548. 
 
Sironen, E. 1990. “An Honorary Epigram for Empress Eudocia in the Athenian Agora,” 
Hesperia 59, pp. 371-374. 
 
_____________. 1994. “Life and Administration of Late Roman Attica,” in Post-Herulian 
Athens: Aspects of Life and Culture in Athens, AD 267-529, ed. P. Castrén, Helsinki, 
pp. 15-62. 
 
Slane, K.W. 2003. “Corinth’s Roman Pottery: Quantification and Meaning,” in Corinth XX, 
pp. 321-335. 
 
_________. 2008. “The End of the Sanctuary of Demeter and Kore on Acrocorinth,” 
Hesperia 7, pp. 465-496. 
 
_________. 2009. Rev. of C. Abadie-Reynal 2007, in Bryn Mawr Classical Review, March 8, 
2009, http://bmcr.brynmawr.edu/2009/2009-03-08.html. 
 
Slane, K.W. and G.D.R. Sanders. 2005. “Corinth: Late Roman Horizons,” Hesperia 74, pp. 
243-297. 
 
Snodgrass, A.M. 1985. “Greek Archaeology and Greek History,” Classical Antiquity 4, pp. 
193-207. 
 
Spain, R.J. 1987. “The Roman Watermill in the Athenian Agora: A New View of the 
Evidence,” Hesperia 56, pp. 335-353. 
 
Stewart, A. 2008. “The Persian and Carthaginian Invasions of 480 B.C.E. and the Beginning 
of the Classical Style: Part 1, The Stratigraphy, Chronology, and Significance of the 
Acropolis Deposits,” AJA 112, pp. 377-412. 
 
 
 
280 
Stobi 1 = V.R. Anderson-Stojanović, The Hellenistic and Roman Pottery (Stobi 1), 
Princeton 1992. 
 
Strzygowski, J. 1901. Orient oder Rom; Beiträge zur Geschichte der spätantiken und 
frühchristlichen Kunst, Leipzig. 
 
Teodor, E.S. 2000. “The COMPASS Method for the Estimation of the Capacity of 
Pottery Vessels,” in CAA 96: Computer Applications and Quantitative Methods in 
Archaeology (BAR International Series 845), eds. K. Lockyear, T.J.T. Sly, and V. 
Mihăilescu-Bîrliba, Oxford, pp. 25-28. 
 
Theocharaki, A.M. 2011. “The Ancient Circuit Wall of Athens: Its Changing Course and 
the Phases of Construction,” Hesperia 80, pp. 71-156. 
 
Thomas, J.R. and C. Wheeler. 2002. “Methods of Calculating the Capacity of Pottery 
Vessels,” in Wheeler, C., Conspicuous Liquid Consumption: A Re-evaluation 
Exercise of the New Bodleian Extension Site, Broad Street, Oxford, 1937, last 
modified July 12, 2005. 
http://www.ashmolean.org/PotWeb/NewBodleian/HomePage.html 
 
Thompson, H.A. 1934. “Two Centuries of Hellenistic Pottery,” Hesperia 3, pp. 311-476. 
 
_____________. 1937. “Buildings on the West Side of the Agora,” Hesperia 6, pp. 1-
226. 
 
_____________. 1940. The Tholos of Athens and Its Predecessors (Hesperia Suppl. 4), 
Princeton. 
 
Van Alfen, P.G. 1996. “New light on the 7th-c. Yassi Ada shipwreck: capacities and 
standard sizes of LRA1 amphoras,” JRA 9, pp. 189-213. 
 
Vryonis, S. 1981. “The Evolution of Slavic Society and the Slavic Invasions in Greece. 
The First Major Slavic Attack on Thessaloniki, A.D. 597,” Hesperia 50, pp. 378-
390. 
 
Waagé, F. O. 1933. “The American Excavations in the Athenian Agora, First Report: The 
Roman and Byzantine Pottery,” Hesperia 2, pp. 279-328. 
 
__________. 1948. “Hellenistic and Roman Tableware of North Syria,” in Antioch IV.1, 
pp. 1-60. 
 
Wachsmuth, C. 1874. Die Stadt Athen im Altertum I, Leipzig. 
 
Wallace, M.B. 1986. “Progress in measuring amphora capacities,” in J.-Y. Empereur and 
Y. Garlan, eds., Recherches sur les amphores grecques (BCH Suppl. 13), pp. 87-
94. 
 
 
281 
Wallace Matheson, P. and M. Wallace. 1982. “Some Rhodian Amphora Capacities,” 
Hesperia 51, pp. 293-320. 
 
Ward-Perkins, B. 1984. From Classical Antiquity to the Middle Ages: Urban Public Building 
in Northern and Central Italy, A.D. 300-850, Oxford. 
 
_____________. 2000. “Specialized production and exchange,” in Late Antiquity: 
Empire and Successors, A.D. 425-600 (The Cambridge Ancient History 14), eds. 
A. Cameron, B. Ward-Perkins, and M. Whitby, Cambridge, pp. 346-391. 
 
Ward-Perkins, J.B. 1981. Roman Imperial Architecture, New York. 
 
Watts, E.J. 2006. City and School in Late Antique Athens and Alexandria, Berkeley. 
 
Wilson, R.J.A. 1983. Piazza Armerina, Austin. 
 
Wiseman, J. 1969. “Excavations in Corinth, the Gymnasium Area, 1967-1968,” Hesperia 
38, pp. 64-106. 
 
Whitby, M. 2000. “The Balkans and Greece, 420-602,” in Late Antiquity: Empire and 
Successors, A.D. 425-600 (The Cambridge Ancient History 14), eds. A. Cameron, 
B. Ward-Perkins, and M. Whitby, Cambridge, pp. 701-730. 
 
Wohl, B.L. 1981. “A Deposit of Lamps from the Roman Bath at Isthmia,” Hesperia 50, pp. 
112-140. 
 
Wood, C.S., ed. 2000. The Vienna School Reader: Politics and Art Historical Method in the 
1930s, New York. 
 
Woodward, A. and P. Blinkhorn. 1997. “Size is important: Iron Age vessel capacity in 
central and southern England,” in C. Cumberpatch and P. Blinkhorn, eds., Not So 
Much a Pot, More a Way of Life: Current Approaches to Artefact Analysis in 
Archaeology, Oxford. 
 
Wycherley, R.E. 1959. “The Temple of Hephaistos,” JHS 79, pp. 153-156. 
 
Yangaki, A. 2007. “Amphores Crétoises de Forme Globulaire: Remarques 
Préliminaires,” in LRCW 2, pp. 767-774. 
 
Young, R.S. 1941. “An Industrial District of Ancient Athens,” Hesperia 20, pp. 135-288. 
 
 
 
 
  FIGURE 1 
 
 279 
 
 
N-S cross section of Section BH, facing east, with late Roman periods of use. 
Gray areas indicate fills of the Byzantine period and later. 
 
2468
54
0
52
50
48
46
44
42
40
I
II
III
IV
V
I
II
III
IV
Well L 2:2
Well M 2:1
Column 11
Well M 2:1, Layer III  FIGURE 2 
Scale 1:3 
   
   280 
 
6
8
10
11
7
14
Well M 2:1, Layer IV  FIGURE 3 
Scale 1:3, except where noted 
       281 
 
22
24
26
21   1:4
25
27
Well M 2:1, Layer IV  FIGURE 4 
Scale 1:3 
   282 
 
29
30
33
34
35
Well M 2:1, Layer IV  FIGURE 5 
Scale 1:3, except where noted 
   283 
 
41
38   1:4
39   1:4
31
Well M 2:1, Layer IV  FIGURE 6 
 284 
 
56   1:2
57   1:2
44   1:2
45   1:2
40   1:3
Well M 2:1, Layer IV  FIGURE 7 
Scale 1:3 
   285 
 
69
63 65
68
Well M 2:1, Layer V  FIGURE 8 
Scale 1:4 
   286 
 
72
Well L 2:2, Layer II  FIGURE 9 
Scale 1:3, except where noted 
   287 
 
77   1:4
78   1:4
81 82
Well L 2:2, Layer III  FIGURE 10 
 288 
 
88   1:1
89   1:2
92   1:2
90   1:2
91   1:2
93   1:2
95   1:2
Well L 2:2, Layer III  FIGURE 11 
Scale 1:3, except where noted 
   289 
 102
97
101
103
98   1:2
Well L 2:2, Layer IV  FIGURE 12 
Scale 1:3, except where noted 
   290 
 
124
112
115
107   1:2
109   1:2 110   1:2
Deposit K 1:4  FIGURE 13 
   291 
 
129   1:2
131   1:2
132   1:2
130   1:2
Deposit I-J 2-3:1  FIGURE 14 
Scale 1:2 
  292 
 
139
151
146
142
143
137 145
147
149
Deposit I-J 2-3:1  FIGURE 15 
Scale 1:2 
   293 
 
156
157
153
154
152
159
  PLATE 1 
 294 
 
 
Section BH, end of season 2006. A. Well L 2:2.  B.  Well M 2:1 
  PLATE 2 
 295 
 
 
a. Byzantine Wall 1 built over stoa orthostates. 
 
 
 
b. Stoa orthostates after removal of Byzantine Wall 1. 
  PLATE 3 
 296 
 
 
Column 11 between Late Roman Walls 27 (A) and 29 (B);  
beneath Byzantine Wall 14 (C) 
Attic gouged jugs, early 5th – early 6th century A.D.  PLATE 4 
 297 
 
14 15
85 67 32
121 124
Attic gouged jugs, variants  PLATE 5 
 298 
 
11983
6933
Imported jugs  PLATE 6 
 299 
 
25
41 9
Late Roman Amphora 1, early 5th – early 6th century A.D. PLATE 7 
 300 
 
17 76
71
Late Roman Amphora 3  PLATE 8 
  301 
 
50
7860
Well M 2:1, Layer I and Layer III, Lamps  PLATE 9 
 302 
 
1
4 5
2
3
Well M 2:1, Layer III  PLATE 10 
 303 
 
6
12
9 15
Well M 2:1, Layer IV  PLATE 11 
 304 
 
16
19
18 20
Well M 2:1, Layer IV  PLATE 12 
 305 
 
50
43
46 48
Well M 2:1, Layer IV  PLATE 13 
 306 
 
58
61 62
64
Well L 2:2, Layer II  PLATE 14 
 307 
 
73
79
86
Well L 2:2, Layer III  PLATE 15 
 308 
 
94
87
10099
Well L 2:2, Layer IV  PLATE 16 
 309 
 
111
108
115
118
122
Deposit K 1:4, Lamps  PLATE 17 
 310 
 
128
126
127
Deposit I-J 2-3:1  PLATE 18 
 311 
 
140
141
144
155
135 136
150
  PLAN 1 
 312 
 
 
The Athenian Agora, 5th century A.D. 
 
1. Painted Stoa 
2. Stoa of Zeus 
3. Temple of Apollo Patroös 
4. Metroön 
5. Tholos 
6. Palace of the Giants 
7. Square Building 
8. Long Late Roman Wall 
9. Post-Herulian Wall 
  PLAN 2 
 313 
  
 
 
Section BH. Late Roman wells and walls with Ionic column base at center. 
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Northwest corner of the agora. 
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